CITY COUNCIL REPORT

GOAL: Preserve the character and environment of

MEETING DATE; November 17, 2003 ITEM NO. Scottsdale
SUBJECT Cattletrack Ranch
REQUEST Request to approve:

1. Torezone from Single Family Residential District (R1-43 & R1-35) to
Single Family Residential District, Planned Residential Development
District (R1-35 PRD) with amended development standards on a 5+/-
acre parcel located at the Southwest corner of Cattletrack/Miller Road
and Lincoln Drive.

2. To adopt Ordinance No. 3534 affirming the above rezoning and
amended development standards.

12-ZN-2003

Key Items for Consideration:

e The zoning request will increase the number of lots allowed from 5 to 7.
Amended development standards are proposed.

Landscaped setbacks and walls are proposed along streets.

The impacts on traffic and infrastructure will be negligible.

Due to neighborhood concerns, this

application was revised several times

before being heard by the Planning
Commission.

e Planning Commission recommends
denial, 4-3.

LINCOLN DRIVE

ROAD
75TH STREET

OWNER Diann Henderson; AMZ Homes &
Alexander Zink
480-609-8850

»
m
PN

MILLER ROAD

APPLICANT CONTACT  Lynne Lagarde
Earl Curley & Lagarde P C

SCOTTSDALE

602-265-0094 BERRIDGE LN,
Southwest corner of Lincoln &
LOCATION Cattletrack General Location Map N.T.S. &
BACKGROUND Zoning.

The site is zoned Single Family Residential District (R1-43 and R1-35);
43,000 sq.ft. minimum lot sizes and 35,000 sq.ft. minimum lot sizes
respectively.
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Scottsdale City Council Report 12-ZN-2003

APPLICANT’S
PROPOSAL

General Plan.

The General Plan Land Use Element designates the property as Rural
Neighborhoods. This category includes areas of relatively large lot single-
family neighborhoods. Densities in Rural Neighborhoods are usually one
house per one acre (or more) of land.

The General Plan Character and Design Element designates the property as
Rural Character Type. These areas generally contain relatively low-density and
large lot development, provide a rural lifestyle that includes building low
profile structures, discouraging walls, and limiting road access.

Context.

This property is located within an established rural enclave of approximately
seventy (70) acres surrounded by more intense development. The immediate
surrounding area to the east, west, and south of this property are designated
Rural by the General Plan and are zoned R1-43 and R1-35 Districts. This area
has an open rural character with 35,000 square foot lots (or larger) and large
setbacks.

The neighborhood on the north side of Lincoln Drive is designated Suburban

Neighborhoods, and is zoned R1-5/PRD. The north side of Lincoln generally
has a suburban character with smaller lots with perimeter walls and common

open space.

Application Revisions

As a result of neighborhood concerns, the applicant revised this development
application several times before being heard by the Planning Commission.
This application originally requested to amend the General Plan from Rural
designation to Suburban designation and rezone 5 acres to R1-18/PRD to
construct 10 lots. Then the applicant withdrew the General Plan amendment
and changed the rezoning proposal on the 5 acres to R1-35/PRD to construct 7
lots.

Current Application.
The current application proposes the following:
* Rezone the property from R1-43 and R1-35 to R1-35/PRD to allow 7 lots
on the 5+/- acres; and
= Use the Planned Residential Development District (PRD) to increase the
base density from 1.05 homes per acre to 1.167 homes per acre, and to
amend the development standards pertaining to lot sizes and setbacks.
Setbacks abutting the R1-35 lots to the east and south will be 35 feet.

The applicant proposes to justify the density increase and amended
development standards by providing an innovative site development plan with
the following:

= Limiting access to Miller/Cattletrack Road by using shared driveways

= Providing external open space as an amenity along the streets

= Reducing the maximum building height to one story (24 feet)

» Maintaining a 35-foot setback adjacent to the existing R1-35 District

= Providing pedestrian paths along the streets.
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Scottsdale City Council Report 12-ZN-2003

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Development information.

o Parcel Size: 6 gross acres (5.05 net acres)

e Existing Use: Vacant lots

o Existing Density Allowed: 1.05 home per gross acre (6 homes)

o Proposed Density: 1.167 homes per gross acre (7 homes)
e Existing Lot Sizes Allowed: 35,000 square feet minimum

e Proposed Lot sizes: 26,000 square feet minimum

39,000 square feet maximum
31,500 square fee average

e Building Height Allowed: 30 feet

Proposed Building Height: 24 feet (one story)

Both the existing R1-35 and R1-43 zoning, as well as the proposed R1-
35/PRD District, are consistent with the General Plan. The increased density
and the amended development standards allowed by the Planned Residential
Development District (PRD) create a development plan that provides relatively
large lots, low profile buildings, limited access, and open space along the
streets. Walls are generally discouraged in rural character areas, therefore the
proposed 6-foot tall walls along the streets should be minimized by setting the
walls back from the streets, meandering the walls, and limiting the size of the
walls (height and length).

Traffic.

Cattletrack (Miller Road alignment) is classified as a minor collector between
McDonald Drive and Lincoln Drive on the City’s Circulation Element of the
General Plan. The proposed Streets Master Plan does not identify it as a major
street (minor collector or greater). The street is constructed to two lanes, one
lane each direction, with turn lanes at its intersections with McDonald Drive
and Lincoln Drive. The intersection of Cattletrack and McDonald Drive is
signalized.

Traffic volumes were collected on August 13, 2003. The data indicates that
the daily traffic volume was 1,836 vehicles. The average speed was 33 miles
per hour; the 85" percentile speed was 40 miles per hour. These volumes and
speeds are consistent with a local collector street. Minor collector streets are
typically designed to accommodate traffic volumes greater than 5,000 vehicles
per day. Cattletrack does have direct residential driveways along it, although
these are limited in number due to the large lot, low-density character of the
adjacent property.

The proposed development plan would increase the potential number of
residential lots from five to seven. Traffic generated by this increase in two
lots would be approximately 19 daily vehicle trips.
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Scottsdale City Council Report 12-ZN-2003

PLANNING
COMMISSION

Eliminating the direct access from residential lots reduces the number of
conflict points along Cattletrack. The addition of 19 daily trips will not impact
the level of service on Cattletrack. Eliminating the direct residential driveways
on collector streets is generally supported; however it will not likely have a
measurable impact on Cattletrack.

Water/Sewer.

The water supply service for this property is from the town of Paradise Valley,
and the sewer service is through the City of Scottsdale. The applicant is
responsible for new water and sewer infrastructure to service the site, and
would extend existing lines in the adjacent streets.

Police/Fire.
The increase from 5 lots to 7 lots will not impact police or fire services.

Schools District comments/review.

The Scottsdale Unified School District has been notified of this application,
and the District indicates it has adequate facilities to accommodate the
projected number of additional students generated by the proposed rezoning.

Community involvement.

The applicant has contacted surrounding property owners and has held
multiple open houses to receive community input. Comments received from
neighbors from the previous proposals indicate they wish to preserve the
existing rural character. As a result of the community input, the applicant has
modified the development proposal multiple times to its current 7-lot proposal.
There have been two written comments received on the current proposal; one
in favor and one in opposition. There was also public testimony at the
Planning Commission hearing; both in favor and in opposition.

(see Attachment #8, #9, and #10)

Community Impact.

The change to allow 7 lots instead of 5 lots will have little or no impact on
existing infrastructure or services. The proposed development plan maintains
the rural character of the area by providing relatively large lots, low profile
buildings, limited access, and open space along the streets.

The Planning Commission first heard the General Plan and rezoning requests
at a remote hearing on August 20, 2003. At that hearing, there was much
opposition to the proposal by both the Planning Commission and citizens. The
General Plan applications were subsequently withdrawn in September and
October.

The Planning Commission held the public hearing on this revised application
on October 22, 2003. Citizens spoke both in favor and in opposition to the
proposal. The Planning Commission and citizens expressed appreciation that
the original application was revised and the General Plan amendments were
withdrawn.

Citizens in opposition to this request and four Planning Commission members
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Scottsdale City Council Report 12-ZN-2003

STAFF
RECOMMENDATION

RESPONSIBLE
DEPT(S)

STAFF CONTACT(S)

indicated that the smaller lots and perimeter walls would diminish the existing
rural character of the area. Citizens supporting this request and three Planning
Commission members indicated this new development would not be a
significant increase in density and would be an appropriate development
solution for the area.

There were also discussions regarding how the existing CCRs impacted this
request, and the Planning Commission indicated that they would prefer to have
the existing CCRs amended prior to making a recommendation on this case.
(see Planning Commission Minutes, Attachment #9 and #10)

The Planning Commission voted to deny the application by a vote of 4-3.

Staff recommends approval of the rezoning to the R1-35/PRD District, subject
to the attached stipulations.

Planning and Development Services Department
Current Planning Services/Planning and Design Division

Tim Curtis Randy Grant
Project Coordination Manager Chief Planning Officer
480-312-4210 480-312-7995

E-mail: tcurtis@ScottsdaleAZ.qov E-mail: rgrant@ScottsdaleAZ.gov
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APPROVED BY

ATTACHMENTS
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adapted will be applied in its entirely with minimal change over that periad of
time. Bul, such rigid application would not e responsive 10 the natural changes
and unforeseen opporiunities that arise in a community as dynamic as Scotisdale,
Making long-range decisions means that issues need o be penodically
readdressed to refleet new or emoerging circumstances.

As with any flexible policy document, there is room for interpretation on the
policies and goals contained in these elements. and flexibility is needed to mect
the overall objectives. (pp 11-12)

The General Plan also states that it is designed o be a ~a broad, flexible document that changes
as the community needs, conditions and direction change.” (p. 17} One of the areas in which
changed conditions and community needs has surfaced and will continue te surface more and
more in the future as vacant land available for development contracts, is the redevelopment of
infill pockets like this within more mature arcas of the City. The General Plan recognizes the
increasing importance ol infill areas: “Infill development will become more significant. and
revitalization will become a major focus of activity in the community,™ (p. 371 Because the 1.16
DU/AC density requested is within the 1.25 allowed by the R1-35 one-per-gacre district under the
PRID. no (encral Plan Amendment is required. as the General Plan states in its description of
Rural Neighborhoods: densitics are “usually one house per one acre (or more) of land”
(Emphasis Added.}

This request for zoning addresses a particularly challenging infill pocket area. The
approximately 6.02+ acre property southeast of the Cattletrack and Lincoln intersection is
characterized by a combination of vacanl. aging and underutilized propertics. I (s an area in
need of invesiment but facing substantial impediments o redevelopment with the existing Ri-43
and R1-35 zoning. It is an arca in which ~rigid application™ of the General Plan is not
“responsive” to changed conditions and in which a modest increase in the number of homes
allowed is nocessary to atlmaet reinvestiment.

Because Cattletrack is highly traveled for its street classification and width. fronting homes on
Catletrack makes them obviously less dusirable.  [n addition. the vacant and deteriorating
propertics in this infill arca create major disincentives lor piccemeal acre lot development.
Because of the impacts 10 the properties fronting on Cattlelrack, homes there vannot offer the
quict, Jow traftic. rural. acre lot residenial experience like the subdivision 1o the immediate west.
Homehuyers want the feel of being within a community net simply in a home lined up with a
row of other homes fronting a highly traveled streel.  Without a change in the land use
designation and zoning of this arca, it is likely to remain vacant. continue to deteriorate and
detract from the value of surrounding propertics to the nonh. west and south.

Providing appropriate transitional and buffering development on the heavily traveled roadway
edges of neighborhoods in Scottsdale has proven cssential in siabilizing adjacent interior
residentisl neighborhoods.  This stabilization of “edges™ has resulted in reinvestent that
climinates deterioration and assemblages within the adjacent interior residential neighborhoods.
As edpes are protected and as homeowners invest in interfor residential properties, the increased
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single family valucs make the homes more desirable and two costly Lo asscmble for rerxoning,
This stabilizing and preserving influence of buffering roadway cdge development has been
expcrienced along Shea Boulevard. the Hayden — %4 Street arca. for example, alony Scotlsdale
and Thomas Roads and other major arterials. In these areas, the adjacent interior residential
ncighborboods have been strengthened by appropriate protection of the edges, have auracted
reinvestment in their older homes, have expericneed increased property values and have not been
rezoned to match the edpe uses as some feared they might have been,

‘I'he proposed rezoning would allow this unigue in-fill pocket to develop with compatible rural
styled homes on slightly smaller lots that would not have Lo [ront omao Cattletrack or Lincoln.
The reinvestment in the arca in these new homes at a highly desireable, in-town location would
strengthen and proteet the adjacent single family residential neighborhood. enhance surrounding
property values and prevent the deterioration and lower valucs which are the primary causes of
assemblage resulting in rezoning requests.

Site Plan

This request for R1-35 PRI} zoning on the 6.02+ acrc parcel at the southwest corner of
Cattletrack and Lincoln will allow for the development ol a unigue rurat character subdivision to
include housing styics and Jesigns that reflect a rural and diverse character similar to the
adjacent SuCasa subdivision to the west. The new subdivision would provide a stabilizing
transition ftom the higher density housing product to the notth to the larger bot single-family
homes 1o the south and west, 1t has been redesigned with only four homes next to the adjacent
five homes in Su Casa. [ addition, one-story low profile homes are proposed for this residential
community to reflect the adjacent rural residential context to the south and west. The proposcd
plan meels the purposes of the PRI District, which, according 1o the Scotisdale Zoning,
Ordinance. includes imaginative and innovative site planning. permittng greater flexibility in
design of residential neighborhoods and ehabling the development of parcels that would be
dilficult 1o develop under conventional zoning and subdivision regulations and development
standards.

The site plan has been specifically designed o integrate the proposed residential community inte
its rural context. The creative use of retention arcas to provide visually open comers and allow
views into the community avoids the totally walled-in feeling typical with many infill projects.
Instead of internalizing the open space as solely an amenity for the eight homes themselves, the
innovative sile plan exlernalizes the open space making it an amenity for the entire
neighborhood, The innovative site plan is imemnally oriented creating quict and safe residential
cul de saes, and also protecting the privacy of residents winle maintaining the raral character
along Cattletrack. Lhe streetseape along Cattletrack will include desert Jandscaping consistent
with the surrounding residential areas and a minimal therne wall along side yards designed with a
rural character along portions of Lincoln and Cattletrack. The proposed open space amenities
incorporate a passive play arca and a pedestrian pathway connection linking residents with the
Indian Bend Wash and canal open space cormidor cast of Cattletrack. The link to the recreational
activities such as walking. jogging and bicycling will make the proximily to the Indian Bend
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Wash trail system a very desirable amenity for residents in the new subdivision, ‘The innovative
site plan, provision of common open space and open space play area and pathway amenities meet
the eriteria for the minimal density increase from the R1-35 district’s 1.05 base density to the
1.16 proposed under the requested R1-35 PRD. Amended Development Standards have been
used to tailor this difficult infil site to iis unique setting and create amenitics that could not
olthenwise be provided.

The proposed subdivision design has two cul de sac eninies oft of Cattletrack which eliminates
multiple driveways along this minor collector froniage. The subdivision consists of 7 single-
family lots ranging from approximately 235,000 s.f. 1o 34.000 s5.£. to be constructed within the R1-
35 PRI zoning district with its Amended Development Standards. On-site retention is provided
in the novtheast and southesst cotners of the project and has been designed to function as
COMMON OPEen SPRCcE amenity arcds.

Amended Standards

Ri-35

Development Ordinance Proposed Proposed Reductian
Standard Hequirement Amendment

Minimum Lot Size 35000sf 24,000 5.1 30%%
Minimum Lot Width 135 1007 250
Flag Lot - 30 -
Minimum Front 44 25 3I7%
Yard Setback

Minimum Rear 350 2574357 1934
Yard Scthack

Minimum Side Yard 15 15 MN.C.
Sethack

PRI Penimeter Sethack

Requiremenls

Development Standard

R1-35 Requirement |

Minimum Front Yard
__Si:thﬂtk

4

Minimum Rear Yard
Sctbhack

Minimum Side Yard
Sethack

Applicable Location

West! South propeny lines

LI ik thmceres ©oakien b Lol y HE & 1% DSOS A RHA DT E - 17000
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General Plan
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J
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Sk C d
,/l/( 1ea tormidor L CulwralAnstitutional or Public Use N
m Mayo Support District
4444 Regional Use District State Trust Lands under State Land
Commissioner's Order #078-2001/2002
: McDowell Sonoran Preserve (as of 4/2002)
== =" pecommended Study Boundary of the McDowell Sonoran Preserve
"ol 'ZN -
— = = m City Boundary * . Location not yet determined ATTACHMENT #3

Adopted by City Council October 30, 2001
Ratified by 5 cottsdale voters March 12, 2002
revised to show McDowell S onoran Preserve as of April 2, 2002
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STIPULATIONS FOR CASE 12-ZN-2003

PLANNING/ DEVELOPMENT

1,

CONFDORMANCE T SITE PLAN, Development shall conform with the site plan submilted by
Tornow Design Associales and dated 18/13/2003. Thase stipulations take precedence over the
above-refarenced site plan. Any propased significant change, as delerminad by the Zening
Administrator, shall be subject to subsaquent public hearings before the Planning Cammission
and Cily Coundil.

MAXIMUM DWELLING UNITS/MAXIMUM DENSITY. Tha number of dweliing unils on the site
shall not exceed seven (7) wilhout subsequent public haarings before the Planning Commission
and Cily Coundil.

BUILDING HEIGHT LIMITATIONS. No bulding on the site shall exceed 24 feet in height {one
story). There shall be no outside stairs or rocflop decks, palios, or balcenies on Lots 2, 3, and &

SETBACKS. There shall be a mimmum lhirty five {35) foot building setback from the west and
south perimeter propery linas.

CONFORMANCE TO AMENDED DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS. Developrment shall conform
with ihe amended development standards shown in Attachment #7 of lhe report. Any change to
{he development standards shall be sutjact to subisequent public hearings bafore the Planming
Commission and City Gouncil.

FERIMETER WALL DESIGN. With the Developmaent Review Board submittal, the applicant shall
submil a detailed wall plan demansirating how the perimaler walis will be minimized by:

a. Providing a minimuim of ten {10] foot wide selback from the perimeter wall to the street right-
way-ling, with an averaga thirty {30} fool wide setback;

Landscaping between the straets and the perimeter walls,

Meandering the perimeter walls;

Limiting the size of the permeter walls {height and length), and

Providing an overall permeter wall design compatible with the surrounding area.

senco

CIRCULATION

1.

STREET CONSTRUCTION. Before issvance of any certificate of occupancy for the site, the
developer shall dedicate the following right-of-way and construct the follawing sireet
improvernents, in conformance wilh the Design Standards and Policies Manual:

Streat Name/Type Dedications Improvements | Notes

Lincoln { Minor axisting Half Strest a.
Collector

Miller {Cattletrack) existing Half Strest a.
Mingr Collecior

Internal stragts /lacal | access easements See note b, below b.
residential {joint driveways)

a. The developer shall complete ihe half street for both Lincoln Drive and Miller Road
{Cattletrack) along the sile frontage. The half street improvernents shall consist of additianal
pavernent as necessary to provide a minimum twelve-fool wide travel lane and ribbion curb.
The developer shall provide a minimum S-foat wide stabllized decompesed granile
pedestrian/bicycle path along the soulh side of Lincoln Drive and the west side of Miller

ATTACHMENT #5



Case 12-ZN-2003
Additional Infermalian - Page 2

(Cattletrack) Road.

The develapar shall provide a minimum pavemaent width of 20 feat with a minimum 5-foot
wide stabilzed decomposed granite shouldersidewalk. Pavermenl and shoulder widths and
turnaround requirements shall be subject to approval by the City Transpartation Dept. and
Rural Metro, Pavement andfor paver color shall be subject to approval by the Development
Review Board.

2. ACCESS REATRICTIONS, Before issuance of any certificate of occupancy for the site, the
devaloper shall dedicate \he nacessary right-of-way. as delermined by city staff, and construet 1he
following access o the sile. Acsess 10 the site shall conforan to the following restriclions
{distances measured to the driveway of street centerlings):

a.

b,

Miller (Caltletrack} - The developer shall dedicale a ane-foot wide vehicular non-access
aaszemenl an this street axcapl &t the approved street enlrances.

Lincaln - There will be no site oriveways onte Lincaln. The developer shalk dedicate a one-
foot wide vehicular nen-access easement on this streel.

Miller (Cattletrack) - There shall be @ maximum of twa sile driveways from Cattletrack, The
northern street intersection shall be located a minimum distanca of 200 feet soulh of Lincaln
Drive, or otherwise datermingd by the City Transportation Dept.



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR CASE 12.ZN-2003

PLANNING/DEVELOPMENT

1.

DENSITY CONTINGENCIES. The approved density for each parcel may be decreased due to
drainage issues and olher site planning concerns which will need 1o be resolved al the time of
preliminary plat or site plan appraval, Approprate design solutions to these constrants may
preciude achievemeant of the propesed units or density on any or all parcels.

FINAL LOT LOCATION. The specific location of each 1ot shall be subject 10 Drevelopment
Review Board approval.

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD. The City Council directs the Developmenl Review Board's
attention to the perimeter wall location and design, landscaping in lhe open space provided along
the sireets, and pavementipaver colar in the joint drveways,

NOTICE TO PROSPECTIVE BUYERS. The develaper shall give the following information in

writing 1o all praspective buyers of lots on the site:

a. The develapment's private streets/oint driveways shall not be owned or maintaned by the
city.

b, The development’s open spacefcommon areas shall not be owned or maintained By Lhe City.

NATIVE PLANT PRESERVATION, The owner shall secure a native plant permil as dafinad in
the Scotistale Revised Code for each parcel. City staff witl work with the cwner to designate the
extent of the survey requirad within large areas of propesed undisturbed open space, Where
excess plant material is anticipated, those planis shall be cHered to the public al no cost to the
owner In accordance with stale law and permit procedure ar may be offered for sale.

ENGINEERING

1.

RESPOMSIBILITY FOR CONSTRUCTION OF INFRASTRUCTURE. The developer shall be
responsible for @l improvements associated with the development or phase of the davelopment
andfor requirad for access or service to the development ar phase of the development.
Imgrovements shall include, but not be limited to washes, sterm draing, drainage structures,
water syslems, sanitary sewer systems, curbs and gutlers, paving. sidewalks, slreetlights, street
signs, and landscaping. The granting of zoning/use permil does not and shall nol commit the city
to provide any of thesa improvernents.

FEES. The consbruclion of water and sewer facilities necessany to serve the site shall net be in-
lieu of those fees lhat are applicable at the hme building permits are granted. Fees shall include,
but not be hmited (o the water development fee, waler resgurces develepment fee, water
recharge fee, sewer development fee or development tax, water replenishmen! district charge,
pump Lax, or any olher waler, sewer, or effluent fee.

STREET CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS. The streets for the site shall be designed and
constructed o the standards in the Design Standards and Policies Manual,

CITY CONTROL OF ACCESS. The city relains the right to modify or void access within ity right-

of-way. The Gily's respansibily 10 promote safe conditions for the traveling pulilic lakes
precedence over the stipulations abave.

ATTACHMENT #6
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DRAINAGE AND FLOOD CONTROL

1.

PRELIMINARY DRAINAGE REPCRT. Wilh the Developmen! Review Board submittal, the
developer shall subimil a prewrminary drainage report and plan subject 1o city 5taff approval. The
preliminary report and plan shall conform to the Design Standards and Policies Manual - Drainage
Repart Preparalion. In addition, the preliminary drainage report and plan shall:

a. ldentify all major wash corridors entering and exiting the site, and calculate the peak
gischarge (100-yr, B-hr storm event} for a pre- verses post-development discharge
comparison of ALL washes which exit the property.

b. Determine easement dimensicns necessary ko accommodate design discharges.

¢. Demonstrate how the storm waler storage requirement is satisfied, indicating the location,
volume and drainage area of atl storage.

4. Include fiood zone information bo establish the basis for determining finish floor elevations in
conformance with the Scotlsdale Revised Code.

. Include a complete description of requirements relating 1o project phasing.

FINAL DRAIMAGE REFCRT. With the impravemeant plan sutmitial to the Froject
Qualily/Compliance Division, the developer shall submit a final drainage report and plan subject to
cily slaff agproval. The final drainage report and plan shall canform ta the Design Standards and
Folicies Manual — Drainage Report and Preparation. In addition, the final drainage report and plan
shall:

STORM WATER STORAGE REEQUIREMENT. Before improvernent plan appraval, the devealaper
shall submit a final drainage report and plan which calculates the slorm watar storage volume
required, Vr, and the voluma provided, VW, uging the 100-year, 2-hour $lomm event.

STORMWATER STORAGE EASEMENTS. With the Devalopmeant Review Board submittal, the
developer shall subrmit & $ile plan subjest to City staff approval. The site plan shall includs and
danlify tracls with sasements dedicated far the porposes of storm water storage, in canformance
witn the Scoltsdale Revised Code and the Design Standards and Policies Manual.

DRAINAGE EASEMENTS. Beforg the issuance of any building perrit far the site, the develaper
shal dedicate o the cily, in conformance with the Scotlsdale Revised Code and the Design
Slandards and Palicies Manual, all drainage easemants necessary o serve the sile,

VERIFICATION OF COMPL IANCE

CONDITICN FOR ISSUANCE OF CRADING & DRAINAGE PERMIT. Befora lne issuance of 3
Grading & Drainage Parmit:

A The developer shall certify to the Project QualityCompliance Division, that it has retained an
Inspecting Engineer by sompleting Part | {Project Information) and Part 11 {Owner's Motificalion
of Special Inspeclian) of the Certificate of Special Inspection of Drainage Facititas (CSIDFY,
and,

b. The Inspecling Engineer shall seal, sign and date Parl 1 {Certificate of Responsibility) of lhe
CSIDF.

COMNDITION FOR ISSUANCE OF CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY AND/OR LETTER OF
ACCEPTANCE. Before the issuance of a Centificate of Cocupancy andfor a Letter of
Accaptance;
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a. The Inspecting Engineer shall seal, sign and date the Cedificate of Compliance form.

b. The developer shall submit all required Speceal Inspaction Checklists and the completed
Certificate of Compliance farm to the Inspaction Services Division. The Cerhficate of
Compliance form shal be sealed, signed and dated by the Inspecting Engineer, and shall ba
attached to all required Speacial Inspectian Checklists completed by the Inspecting Engineer.

3. AS-BUILT PLANS. City staff may at any lime request the developer 1o submit As-built plans to

the Inspection Services Division. As-built plans shall be certified in writing by a registered
professional civil engineer, using as-built data fram a registered land surveyor, As-built plans for
drainage facilities and structures shall include, but sre not limited 1o, siceets, lot grading, slorm
drain pipe. valley gutlers, curb and gutter, flaod walls, cubverts, inlel and outlet structures, dams,
berms, lined and unlined open channels, storm waler siorage basing and underground storm
water storage tanks, bridges as determined by city staff.

WATER

BASIS OF DESIGN REPORT (WATER). The water supply service far this property is from the town
of Paradise valley, and the sawer service is through the City of Scottsdale, The applicant is
raspansible for new water and sewer infrastructure to sarvice the site, and would extend exisling lines
in the adjacent streets.

1.

Before the improvernent plan submittal to the Project Quality!Compliance Diwston, the developer
shall subrtil a basis of design report and plan subject to Water Resources Department approval.
The bas:s of design report shall conform te the Desian Standards and Policies Manual. In addition,
the basis of design report and plan shall:

a, |gentify the [ocation, size, condition and availability of exisling water lines and water related
facilities such as waler valves, water services, fire hydramis, back-fMow prevention slructures,
eic,

b.  Identify the hming of and parties responsible for construction of all water facilities.

. Include a complate descrnption of requirements relaling to project phasing.

APPROVED BASIS OF DESIGN REPORT. Before the improvement plan submillal ta 1he Project
Qeality'Compliance Division, the developer shall have obtained approval of the Basis of Design
Report.

NEW WATER FACILITIES. Before the issuance of Letters of Acceplance by the Ingpection
Services Dhvision, the developer shall provide all water lines and watar refated facilities necassary
ta sarve the site. Water line and water related facilines shall conform 1o the city Water Systern
Master Plan.

WATERLINE EASEMENTS. Before the issuance of any building permit for the sile, the
developer shall dedicale o the city, in conformance wilh the Scoltsdale Revised Code the Dasign
Standards and Policies Manual, all water easements necessary to serve the site.

WASTEWATER

1.

BASIS OF DESIGN REPORT (SANITARY SEWER). ). Before the improvement plan subrmiteal to
the Project GualilyCompliance Division, Lhe devalaper shall submit a bass of design report and
plan subject to Water Resources Department approval. The basis of design report shall be in
canformance with the Design Standards and Policies Manual. In addition, the basis of design
report and plan shall;
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a. Identify the location of, the size, condition and availability of existing sanitary sewer lines and
wastewater related laciities.

b, identify the timing of and parties respansible for construction of all sanitary sewer facilitigs,

c. inciude a compiete description of requirements relating to project phasing.

APFROVED BASIS OF DESIGM REPORT. Before the improvemnent plan submiiial to the Project
QualityCompliance Division, the developer shall have oblained approval of Ihe Basis of Design
Report.

NEW WASTEWATER FACILITIES. Befure the issuance of Lelters of Acceplance by the
Inspeclion Services Division, Ihe developsr shall provide all sanitary sewer lines and wastewater
related facilities necessary Lo serve the site. Sanitary sewer lines and wastawatar ralated
faclites shall conform to the city Wastewater Svslem Master Plan,

SANITARY SEWER EASEMENTS. Before the issuance of any building permil for the site, the
developer shall dedicate to Ihe city, in conformance with the Scoltsdale Revised Code and the
Design Stendards and Policies Manual, all sewer easemsants necessary io serve Ihe sile.

OTHER REQUIREMENTS

1

DUST CONTROL PERMITS. Before commencing grading on siles 1110 acre ar larger, the
deveigper shall have obiained a Dust Control Permit {garth moving eguipment permity from
Maricopa Counly Division af Air Pallution Control, Call the county B602-507-6727 for fees and
application infarmation,

UTILITY CONFLICT COORDINATION. With the improvement plas submittal to the Project
Quality/Compliance Division, the developer shall submit a signed No Conflict farm (ot required
For city owned utilities) from every affected utitlity company,

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY REQUIREMENTS [ADEQ). The
develaper shaft be responsible for conformance with ADEQ regulations and requirements for
submittals, approvals, and notifications. The developer shall demonslrate compliance with
Enginégnng Bullelin #10 Guidelines for the Consbuction of Water Systems. and Enginesgring
Bullatin #11 Mimimum Requirements for Design, Submission of Plans. and Specifications of
Sewerage Works. published by the ADEQ. In addition

2. Before approval of final improvement plans by the Project Quality/Compliance Divisian, the
devaloper shall submit a cover sheet for the final improvernent plans with a completed
sighature and dale of approval from the Maricopa County Enwronmental Serwces
Department {MCESD),

b. Before issuance of encroachment permits by cily slafl, the devealoper shall provide evidence
to city staff that a Certificate of Approval to Consiruct Waler and/or Wastewater Systems has
been submitted ta the MCESD. This evidence shall be on a document developed and date
starmped by the MCESD staff.

c.  Before commencing construclion, the developer shall submit evidence to city staff that
tNotification of Skarting Construction has been submitted to the MCESD. This evidence shalt
be on a document developed and dale stamped by the MCESD staff,

d. Before acceptance of impravements by Ihe city Inspeclion Services Divisian, Ihe developer
shall submit 8 Centificate of Approval of Constructian signed by the MCESD and a copy of Ihe
A5-Built drawings,

{1). Before issuance of Letlers of Acceptance by the city Inspection Services Division, the
developer shall:
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(2). Provide to the MCESD, As-Built drawsngs for 1he water and/or sanitary sewer [ines and all
related facilities, subject 10 approval by the MCESD staff, and to city staff, a ¢apy of the
approved As-Built drawings and/or a Cedification of As-Builts, as issued by the MCESD,

{3} Provide to the MCESD a copy of the Engineers Cerlificate of Complation with all test
resulls, analysis results, and calculations, as indicated on the farm,

{4). Provide to the MCESD a copy of the Request for Certificate of Approval of Construction
of water andl/ar sanitary sewer lines with all apprapriate quantities.

{4} Provide the cily Inspecton Services Division a copy of the Certificate of Approval of
Constraction, 85 issued by the MCESD.




Amended Development Standards
12-ZN-2003

Sec. 5.200. (R1-35) SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT.
Sec, 5.204. Property development standards,

The following propeny development standards shall apply o all land and
buildings in the R1-33 distriet:

A, Lot area.

1. Each lot shall havc a minimum lot area of not less than thirty-fve
TWENTY FIVFE thousand 85000 (25.000) squarc feel,

B. Lor dimension.

I. Width. All lots shall have a minimum width of one hundred ard-Heirsy
frre-H353 (100 foot,

2. FLAG LOTS, FLAGLOTS SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM
WIDTH OF TWENTY {20} FEET.

C. Density. There shall not be more than one (1) single-family dwelling unit
on any one (1) lot.

D. Building height. No building shall cxceed ity 30} TWENTY FOLR
{24) {eel in height, except as provided in anticle VIL

F. ¥ards.
1. Fronl ¥ard.

a There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than
forry£403 TWENTY FIVE (15) feet,

b. Where lots have a doubie frontage on twa {2) sireets, the
required {ront vard of feroa—d) TWENTY FIVE (25) leet
shall be provided on bolh streets.

c. On a comer let, the required front vard of fore45}
TWENTY FIVE (25) fect shali be provided on each street,
Mo accessory buildings shall be constructed in a frone yard.
Lxeeprion: On a comer lot which does not abut a key lot or
an alley adjacent to a key lot, accessory buildings may be
constructed in the yard facing the side strect.

ATTACHMENT #7
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Side Yard, There shall be side vards of not less than fiftcen (15)
feet on each side of a building, EXCEPT A THIRTY FIVE {35)
FOOT SETBACK SHALL BE PROVIDED ALON{: THE
WEST AND SOUTH PERIMETER PROPERTY LINES
ABUTTING AN EXISTING R1-35 DISTRICT.

3 Rear Yard. There shall be a rear vard having a depih of not less
than thiry-fve-35 TWENTY FIVE (25) feel, EXCEPT A
THIRTY FIVE {35 FOUT SETBACK SHALL BE
PROVIDED ALONG THE WEST AND 3OUTH
PERIMETER PROPERTY LINES ABUTTING AN
EXISTING R1-35 DISTRICT.

4. Other requirernents and cxceptions as specified in article VI
Distance hetween buildings.

1. There shall not be less than ten {103 lfeet between an accossory
building and the main building.

[

The minimum distance between main buildings on adjacent lols
shall be not less than thirty {30) fect.

Buitddings, walls, fences and landscaping, Walls, fences and hedgces not to
exceed eight (8) feet in height shall be permitted on the propenty line or
within the required side or rear yard. Walls, fences and hedges shall not
excead three (3) leet in height on the front property line or within the
required [Tont yard, except as provided in article V11, The helght of the
wall or fence 1s measured from the inside of the enclosure. Exception:
Where a comer lot does not abwt a key ot or an atley adjacent 1o a key lot,
the height of walls, fences and hedpes in the yard facing the side street
nced only conform to the side yard requircments.

Access. All lots shall have vehicular aceess on a dedicated street, unless a
secondary means of permanent vehicular access has been approved on a
subdivision plat.

Corrad Corral not 10 exceed six (6) feet in height shall be permitted on the
property line or within the required front, side or rear yard.



DEVELCFMENT STAMDARDS
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Curtis, Tim

Subject: FYW: Cattlatrack Ranch comment detter

-----Qriginal Message---—--

From: GZRAKET@anl.com [mailto:GZRAKET@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2003 11:37 AM

To: jdelanici.scottsdale.az.us

Subject: A day late

Cear Planning Cormmissiongr:

The request before you on October 22, for the rezoning project submitted by Lynn LeGarde for the
residential project at Cattletrack and Lincaln {12-ZN-2003) undermines the spirit and intent of the
woter adopted General Plan and abuses the use of development Amended Standards.

Now that the applicant has withdrawn the GP amendrment request, a new argument is being placed
before you to apply Amended Development Standards in order to achieve greater developmeant
density. By and of itself, an "amended standard” is an axymoron.

A standard is a standard. Amending it anly makes the required setbacks, lot sizes, etc., just
an¢ther zoning category, One could appreciate using an Amended Standard when an obstacle of
hardship in the terrain or landscape prohibits or obstructs full utilization of the site. Like a large
boulder, a stream, excessive sloping, or unstable earth. But in the case of 12-ZN-2003 proposal,
the use of amended standards is nothing more than a way of circumventing the intent and spirit of
the current GP and zaning ordinance criteria.

The Project Narrative describes Cattletrack as "a highly traveled street for its classification.”
Exactly. And the proposed density increase adds more traffic to a street that no lenger serves a
predominately large lot residential area, but as an expressway for commuter cars and all types of
service vehicles as an expressway from toffrom Lincoln Drive.

The vacugus argument that "fronting homes on Cattletrack makes them obviously less desirable"
flies in the face of those "obviously less desirable" $2mm+ homes at Cheney ranch fronting on
Srottedale Rd. or all those mega value homes fronting along Lincoln Drive, Bath major arterials
compared to two lane Cattletrack.

The request before you on Cctober 22 shows nearly ALL of the Ordinance requirements of both the
R1-35 and PRD Perimeter Setback Regquirements being reduced from 19 % to 37% to
accommgdate this request for greater density, Adopting these amendments for using the R1-35
zoning category would, in essence be approving a different zoning category.

The Project Narrative further argues that the voter adopted General Plan should not be applied with
"rigid application." If the City Council desires changing the GP then it is certaihly allowed to do so
under the rules prescribed by Arizena State Law in changing or adopting a general plan. The
current General Pian was approved by voters and should not be tampered with it because a
rezening application is attempting to circumvent the letter and spirit of the General Plan by
applying "amended standards” to a zoning category in which the site does not meet adopted
requirements.

Uholding the intent and spirit of the General Plan as the votars of Scottsdale wanted when they
adopted it and strictly applying the prescriptions provided by the Scottsdale Zoning Ordinance
mandates that the Planning & Zoning Commission vote to notrecommend approval of 12-ZN-2003,

11A153/2003 ATTACHMENT #8
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The applicant’s site exhibits no hardship or obstacles which might Justity amending current zoning
standards.

Thank you,

George Zraket

1170372003
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Ellnug Wattier
From: "Daug Wattier” <dwallier@cox net>
To: =dguiino@idservices. net>; <treitel@mindspring.com:>; <redbirdranch@earthlink. net>;
<dbamett! 1@a0l com=) <ias172i@acl com>, <ssar@futurecne come; <efcihess@msan com»
Sent: Wednesday, Oclober 22, 2003 9:15 AM

Subject: Cattletrack & Lincoin Rezoning Petition

Thank you for listening to our concerns 2f the Septembar meating. We did not want to see the Genersal Plan
amended.

We have been Lalking with the applicants and we do syupport thair request for rezoning to R1-25 PRD 1o enable
them to put seven homes on their 5.5 acres (net) 6+ acres (gross) land perael.

WWa sincerely appraciate their willingness to change their request ko compramise with the sumrounding neighbors,
Doug Wattier and Lillian Leffmann

7902 E. Barridpe Lane
Phone: 480-G51.2544

1042252003




Petition Against the Cattletrack & Lincoln
General Plan Amendment: 2-GP-2003

Wa sincerely believe that the proposed Ganerzl Plan Amendment will forever alter the
rural ambience of our neighborhood and ultimately devaiue our individual propertias and
lifestyle, Since this 18 one of the few remaining rural neighborhoods in central
Scottsdale, preserving and protecting its integrity is of paramount importance to all
current landowners i the area and should be weighed carefully by all concerned. The

desert flavor and lifestyle enjoyed by all can never be recaptured once it is “developed”
to meet the needs of a few.

Frint Nan;le Signature Address Date
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Petition Against the Cattletrack & Lincoln
General Plan Amendment; 2-GP-2003

We sincerely believe that the proposed General Plan Amendment will forever alter the
rural amhience of our neighborhood and uitimately devalue our individual properties and
lifestyle., Since this is one of the few remaining rural neighborhoods in centrai
Scottsdale, preserving and protecting its integrity Is of paramount impertance to all
current fandewners In the area and should be weighad carefully by all concerned. The

desert flavor and lifestyle enjoyed by atl can never he recapturad once it is “developed”
to meet the needs of a few.

Print Narﬁe Signature Address Date
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Petition Against the Cattletrack & Lincoln
General Plan Amendment: 2-GP-2003

Wa sincerely believe that the proposed General Plan Amendment will foraver alter the
rural ambience of our neighborhogd and ultimately devalue ocur individual properties and
lifestyle, Since this is one of the few remaining rural neighborhoods In centra)
Scottsdale, preserving and protecting its intagrity is of paramount importance to all
current landowners n the area and should be weighed carefully by all concerned. The

desert flavor and lifestyle enjoyed by all ¢can never be recaptured once it is “developed”
to meet the needs of a few.

Print Mame Signature Address Date
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Petition Against the Cattletrack & Lincoin
General Plan Amendment: 2-GP-2003

We sincerely believa that the proposed General Plan Amendmant will forever alter the
rural ambiance of our neighborheod and ulilmately devalue our individual properties and
lifestyle. Since this is one of the few remainlng rura! neighbarheeds in central
Scoltsdals, preserving and protecting its Integrity is of paramount importance to ail
current landowners In the area and should be weighed carefully by all concernad. The

desert flavor and lifestyle enjoyed by alt ¢an never ke recaptured once it I8 “developed”
to meet the needs of a few.

Print Mame Sighature Address Date
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Tuly 23, 2603

Time Curtis

Project Coordination

City of Scomsdale

7447 E. Indian School Rozd
Scousdale, AZ 85251

Re:  South of the Scutheast Corer of Cattletrack and Lincoln
Diegr Tem:
As owner of the propermy of the above-refereaced Tocation, we are in agrecment with the
proposed Gensral Plan Amendment fom Rural Neighberboods 10 Sulnwban Neighbothoods

being reduced to the 5.5 wores on the west side of Canletiack.  We remain io strong suppant of
the proposed GPA and rezonlng for this propery.

— 44—
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PATRICK G. GAIMAR!

7442 E. Century Ditve
Scotisdale, AZ B85250-4628
(480 G22-145]

way 15, 2003

Ms. Lynn Lagarde

Earl. Curiey & Ladarde, P.C.
3101 Mo d2enrral Avenoe
Suite 1000

Phoenix, A7 83012

Dear Ms. Lagarde:

Early in 2003, your client, Dianth Henderson, cantacied (he undersigned
regardmg a peilion she was croulating 1o change the zoning on iwo Farcels of
land on the southwaest cormner of Lingoln and Catlletrack Roads in Scotisdaie,

Diann explained that she and ihe owner of the second parcel desired w tear
dovwn the exisiing houses on the two properties and build new houses, increasing
the densiry 10 Two per acre. As stated. | had no objections and sighned the petiion.

I has now come W Bght ihat this projeci enlails many more 1ots facreage) tharn
the original stated plan. Your General Plan Amendment which was ied with ihe
City of Scottsdale propases the redesignation of approxitnaiely 17.5 acres trom
Rural Neighborhood o Suburban Neighborhood.  The additional lots 10 wour
proposal far exceed the original plan presenled o me Additonally, there now is
e need to changde the classilicanon of this area. Thirdly, one of the lots is can of
my subdivision. Su Casa. As our CC&Rs clearly state thal the densiry maéay not
exceed one house per acre, this 101 musi secede from our subdivision in orcler ie]
comply with your cllenr's plan,

I want o clearly do on record that | am OPPOSED (o alf of the above and
rescind my signaiure on this periton.

It you have any questions regarding ihis maner, please do not hesitaie 10
comact me. | would ook iorward to discussing tis maner with you,

F{egar%, - / .

-

o
o A ..
_;‘;';#"d; ; ' X/ ,ﬁd B

Parrick G. Gaimari
i

CC Tim Curtis, City of Scolsdale Planning Deparment



ROBERT T. KLINE, JR.

7431 E. Century Drive
scottsdate, A7 BS250-4G28
{480} GO5-2545

May 13. 2003

nis, Lynn Lagarde

Eatl. Cudey & Lagarde. P.C.
3101 Mol Central Avenue
Suie 1000

Fhoenix, AZ 83012

Dear M=, Lagdarde:

Carky in 2003, your chent, Diann Henderson, comnacted the undersigned
regarding a petition she was circulating 1o change the zoning on wo parcels of
land on the sowlihwest cormer of Lincolin and Caltletrack Roads in Sconsdale.

Diann expiained tha! she and ihe owner of the scoond parcel desired 1o iear
down the extsting houses on thae wo propenies and build new houses. increasing
the density 10 two per acre, As stated, | had no chieclions and signed the pelifion.

It has now come to light ihat this project ermails many mote lots (acreage) than
the cridinal stated plan. Your General Plan Amendment which was filed with the
City of Sconsdale proposes \he redesignaiion of approximately 17.5 acres from
Rural Neighborhood to Suburban Neighborhood.  The addiiional lots in your
proposal lar excesd the original plan presented o me. addiiionally. there now is
the need o change the classification of this area. Thirdly, one of the lots is part of
my subdvision, SuU Casa. As our CC&Rs clearly stare that the density may noi
excoed one house per acre, this 1ot must secede: from our subdivision in order 10
comply wilh your client's plan.

| want i clearly g0 onrecord thal 1 am OPFOSED 1o all of the above and
tescind my signatare on this pelition.

If vou have any questions regarding this mater, please do nor hesilaie o
con@ac me, would ook forward 1 discussing this mater with yolL

Regards,
Robert T, Kline, b

\/:C: Tim Cunis. City of Sconsdate Planning Depanment

v



18 June 2003

City of Scotisdale

Flanning & Development Sensices

Cument Planning

Attention: Mr. Tim Curtis, AICP

7447 East Indian School Road, Suile #1058

Scattsdale, Arizona 85251
CERTIFIED MAIL Return Receipt Requested
Receipl Mumber: 7000 1670 0013 0935 3162

Ra: Cattletrack & Lincoln Generat Plan Amendment: 2-GP-2003
Dear M. Curtis;

I waant to formally, in waiting, slate that{ am an interested party and a cancemed cilizen with regard to Lhe
refererced (basic and amendsd] Catelrack & Lincoln Gengral Plan Amendment and {he associated rezening
application on file with the City of Scoltsdale, Arizona, Additionally, | want to clearly state that | am OPPOSED to
all activities associated with changing the charactesization of these properties under the Land Use and Characler
ard] Design Elements of the B3eneral Plan from Rurat Neighborhoods 1o Suburban Naighbarhoods and from Rural
Character to Suburban Character, In my opinion, itis inappropriate for the Gity 1o make this change affecting a
very small area of land {3.5 acres), for the benefit of a smalt group of private investors and real estals developers
without considering the potentially negalive impact on the sumounding areas of the City and the opposing desires of
lhe "rural” lardewners within a reasonable area of influgrce.

In particular, | would challenge the applicallon statements in the fallowing areas:

1. Qpen space will be provided in the subdivisions which would be unlikely 10 be provided were these
propedies to develop under their xisling General Plan designation (Rural} and zoning (R3-431 =1 can ot
understand how increasing the population and dwellings in the area by a factar of two will increase (he
open space;

2. The impacts of not making the change are far more potentially negative — | strongly disagres;

3. The impact on the water use per year will be minimal — | think the waler use will double from its current
volume during 3 critical period of exiended drought;

4. The impact on wastewatsr and solid wasle generation will be minimal = | think these two wastes will double
in quantily;

5, The increase in vehicle IAps of 170 per day are well within the roadway capabilites - Catletrack has
become a malor "cut through street” during 1he momiryg and afternoon workday commuting tmes, already
overcading tha madway's capabilities, causing safety hazards and noise impacls, and

&. The proposal has been well received and supported by the sumounging property owners and hormeowners
associations — | strongly disagree,

| sincerely believe that the proposed change will forever aller the rural ambience of our reighbomood and utimat sy
devalue our indiidual properties and lifestyle. Since this s ore of the few rematning rural neighborhoods in central
Seottsdale, preserving and protecting its integrity is of paramount impontance (@ all curent landowners In the area
and should be weighed carefully by all concemed, The desert flavor and Mestyle 2njoyed by all can never be
recaptured once it is “developed® 10 meet the needs of a few

Sincarely,
E o ;,r-\\ .
ANAL_L L G
Harry & Jyfx { \
7437 East dagea Lane--

Scotisdale, arizona 85250



Curtis, Tim

From: Richard Sachs wéleu@catleone. net)
Sent:  Friday, June 20, 2003 3:36 PM

Tor Curtis, Tirm

Subject: 2-GP-2003 Catiletrack & Lincoln Dr,

Richard D, Sachs
Cynthia A, Sachs
7432 E. Century Dr.
Scottsdale AZ 85250

480 991-1102
20 June 2003

Mr. Tim Curtis

City of Scottsdale

Current Planning Services

7447 E, Indian School Rd., #105

Scottsdale AZ 85251

re: 2-GpP-2003

Cattletrack and Lincoln Dr. proposed General Plan Amendment

Dear Mr. Curtis;

Page | of 3

2-&f-a23

We are strongly opposed to the proposed General Plan amendment from rural
neighborhoods to suburban neighbarhaods and from rural character to suburban

character, These changes would have a very detrimental effect on our
neighborhood. OQur home is located in the Su Casa subdivislon which is a

wonderful, unigue area in central Scottsdale of large one acre lots and rural
ambience, We purchased our home exactly because it was in an older, astablished

06/23/2003
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Page 2 of 3

neighborhood with the idea that we could live in security with a great deal of
privacy—in the middle of Scottsdale. This neighborhood is an absolute jewefl and
should beé preserved.

This effort currently under consigeration is just the first incremental step down a
path that will forever decimate our quality of life. Once the first change is allowed
to occur the stage will be set for similar changes in surrounding properties. The
character of the entire neighborhood will be lost, the charm and appeal will never
be recaptured. Sadly, our neighborhood has become a rarity in Scottsdale due to
the past approval of projects similar to the presently proposed redevelopment.

We will adamantiy oppose any attempt to allow the parcel on Cattletrack to secede
from Su Casa just as we will oppose the rewriting of cur CC & R’s by the
develgpers. It is hypocritical for the developers to amend our CC & R’s for their
benefit and dictate to the residents of Su Casa how we will comport curselves, The
residents of 5u Casa should have total control over our neighborhaod, not the
developers.

We feel the developers have been quietly attempting to get approval of this
amendment without the knowledge of surrounding neighbors, At no time were we
ever contacted by developers either in person, telephane or mail. The first time we
were made aware of this effort was by way of a postcard from the City of
Scottsdale, There are a number of inaccuracies in developers General Plan
Amendment Narrative, one that is particularly offensive states: "...applicant
secured the support of the residential neighborhood to the west...” and further
states; “The proposal has been well received and supported by the surrounding
property owners and homeowners associations.” Neither of these statements as it
relates to us is remotely correct.

The deveiopers have made a significant investment in both time and money thus
far. Perhaps they would be better served to relocate this project to another
location that has the proper 2oning. Instead, they are trying to recoup their costs
and make a capital gain on the backs of the neighboring residents through
rezoning a parce! that is unsuitabie for the praposed use. The developers will be
long gone and we will be left to deal with the results of their greed.

Wa thank you for your time and consideration in this rmatter.

Sinceraly,

06/23/2003



Richard D. 5achs

Cynthia &, Sachs

D6/23/2003
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City of Sconsdale June 30, 2003

Planning & Development Services

Current Planning

Attention: Mr. Tim Curtis, A[CP

7447 E. Indian School Road, Suite #1035 CERTIFIED MAIL Return Raceipt
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251 No. P00 -0 PGO-0000-95¢3- 35y

R.: Catiletrack & Lincoln General Plag Amendmernt: 2-GP-2003
Dear Mr. Curtis:

We believe that mast of the arguments stated in the Project Justification Narrative for the
Genera] Plan Amendment 2-GP-2003 have very little merit. Although the GPA application
has been amended to include only 5.5+ acres we are still very opposed to the change in
neighborhood designation from Rural to Suburban.

That property is not surrounded by vacant property. The only vacant property is that in the
proposed amendment. The stated inability to sell the property is more iikely due 1o the asking
price that was considerably above the average rate for the area.

The surrounding area consists of the SuCasa Subdivision and contiguous land including
Bermdge Lane. The area of the proposed change is in fact part of this beautiful residential
neighborhood. Visitors and prospective buyers are impressed with the rurat atmosphere. Many
homes have been remodeled or rebuilt, 7600 Lincoln and Lincoln Piace are across Lincoln
Drrive and are walled communities not considered part of the neighborhood.

The Arizona American Water Company, formerly the Paradise Valley Water Company, is on
the east side of Cattletrack. Their unused property will be converted to an arsenic treatment
plant sometime during the next two years according to Jim Campbell, the company President.
They are a quiet neighbor and do not contribute to increased waffic as will the increased
density housing propesal. The Ans Campus is a1 Cattlerack and McDenald and traffic it
generates tends to go directly to McDonald,

We believe the proposed change will increase the problems rather that solve them.
- Open space will be lessened rather than increased.
- Water and waste usage will he increased.
- Vehicular traffic will be inereased.

The surrounding neighbors do not “well receive or support * the proposed amendment. It will
cantribute to the disappearance of this island of rural character cherished by the great majority
of its inhabitants.

Please do not recommend approval.

Thank you. iﬁ G rrivs < Lo
- . ?’ﬁ-ﬂz E arri ff
R ‘%M PO VEI-2 5

CC: City Councli Members and Planning Commission Members



26 Junme 2003

City of Scotisdala

Flarming & Development Services

Current Planning

Attention: Mr. Tim Curtis, AICP

7a4¥ Easl Indian School Road. Suite 105

Scohsdale, Arizona 85251
CERTIFIED MAIL Return Receipt Reguested
Receipt Number:

Ra: Cattletrack & Linceln General Plan Amandment: 2-GP-2003

Dear tdr. Curtis:

Pwant to formally, in writing. state that | am an inlerested party and a concemed citizen with regard 1o the
referenced (basic and amended) Cattletrack & Lincaln Generai Flan Amendment and the associated rezoning
applicalion on file with the City of Seottsdale, Arizona. Additiorally, | want to clearly state that | am OPPOSED 1o
all activities associated with changing Lhe characterization of these properties under the Land Use and Character
and Design Elements of the General Plan from Rural Neighborhaods ta Suburban Neighborhoods and from Rural
Character to Suburban Character. In my opinion, it is inappropriate for the Ciiy to make this change affecting a
very small area of land {5.5 agres), for lhe benefit of a smatf group of privale investors and real estate devalopers
withaut considering the potentially negative impact on the surreunding areas of the City and the opposing desires of
the “nural” landowners within a reasonabte grea of influence,

In particudar, | would chalfenge the application staternants in the following areas:

1. Open space will be provided in the subdivisions which would be unlikely to be provided wers thase
properties lo develop under their existing General Plan designation {Rural] and zoning (R1-43) — | can not
undarstand how increasing the pogulation and dwellings in the area by a factor of wo will incraase the
gp&n space;

2. The impacks of not making the change are far more potentially negative — | strongly disagree;

3. The impact on the water use per year will be minimal — | think the waler use will double from its current
volurme during a criticat period of extended drought;

4. The impact on wastewater and salid waste generalion will e minimal — | think these two wastes will double
in guantity; .

§. The increase in vehicle trips of 170 per day are well wilhin the roadway capabilities — Catfletrack has
becomne a malor “cut through streal” during the marning and afternoon workday commullng times, already
gverloading the roadway's capabilities, causing safety hazards and noise impacts; and

. The proposal has been well received and supported by the surrounding property owners and homeagwners
associglions - | strangly disagree.

| sincerely believe that Ihe proposed change will foraver alter the rural ambignce of our neighborhood and ultimately
devalue our individual properties and lifestyla. Since this is one of \he few ramzining rural neighborhoods in cantral
Scottsdale. preserving and protacting its infegrity is of paramount importance to all current landowners in the area
and shouid bre weighed carefully by all concermed. The desert flavor and lifastyle enjoved by all can never be
recaptured once it is "developed” o mest the needs of 2 faw,

Sinceraly,

& %*’%»?aw
’,fg,f..,{f..t{,-‘x._ L/;(_h\'?a T‘dfﬁ }—/e.,...._._,_.



26 June 2003

Gty of Scottadale

Flarning & Development Services

Cuarrant Planning

Attantior Mr. Tim Curtls, AICP

7447 East indian School Road, Suite #1035
Scoltsdale, Arizona 85251

Re: Cattletrack & Lincoln Genaral Plan Amandment: 2-GP.2003

Daar Mr. Curtis;

i want o formally, in writing, state that | am an interested party and a concemed citizen with regard to the
referenced (basic and amended) Cattletrack & Ungoln General Plan Amendment and the associated rezoning
application on file with the City of Scottsdale, Arizona, Additionally, | want to clearly state that | am OFPOSED Lo
all aclivilies associated with changing lhe characterization of \hese properties under the Land Use and Charactsr
and Design Elements of the General Flan frorm Rural Neighbarhoods 1o Suburban Neaighbarhaade 2nd fram Rural
Character to Subourtran Character. in my apinion, it s inapproprate for the City to make this change affecting a
very small area of land (5.5 acras), {or the benafit of 3 smail group: of private investors and real estate developers
without considering the potentially negative impact on the surmounding areas of the Cily and the oprosing desires of
the “rural” [andowners within a reasonable area of influence.

In particular, [ would challenge the applicalion stalements in the following areas:

1. Cpen space will be provided in the subdivisions which would be unlikely to be providad were these
properies to develop under their existing General Plan designation {Rural} and zoning (R1-43) - | can not
understand how increasing the population and dweliings in the area by a facler of two will increase the
OpPEN SPAce;

2. The impacts of not making the changes are far more potentially negative — | strongly disagree;

3. The impact on the water use per year will be minimal — | think the water use wiil double from its current
volume during a critical perigd of extended drought:

4, Tha impacl on wastewaler and sclid vwaste generation will be minimmal — i think these two wastes will doubls
in quankity;

5. The increase in vehicle trips of 170 per day are well within the roadway capabilities — Catfletrack has
become a major "cut through strest” durtng the moming and aftemoon workday commubing times, already
overlaading 1he roadway's capabililas, causing safety hazards and noise impacts; and

B. The praposal has been well received and supported by the sumounding property cwners and homeowners
associalions - | strongly disagree,

| sincarely believe that the proposed change will forever alter the rural ambience of our neighborhood and ultimately
devalue our individual praperties and fifestyle. Since this is gne of the few remaining rural neighbiorhoods in cantrat
Scottsdale, preserving and protecting its inlegrity is of paramount imporance 1o all current [2ndgwners in the area

and should be weighed carefully by ail congemed. The desert flavor and lifestyle enjoyed by all can never be
recaplurad onee it is “daveloped” to meet the needs of a few.

Sincerely, o
! ! .
L Q 2{, TG

__-:} A o ﬁ
e‘"”}'-.- . .r/ Gt .
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City of Scotisdale July 23, 2003
Plaoning Commission

Atention: Ms. Dors MceClay

3959 N. Dnndkowater Boulevard

Scontsdale, Arizong

Re: Canletrack & Lincoln General Plan Amendment: 2-GB-2003
Dear Ws. Doris McClay:

Severzl of the key points in the Project Justification Narrative for the General Plan
Amendment 2-GP-2003 are not true as stated. Even though the GPA apphication has
been recenily amended down to only 5.5 acres, I stand in opposition to the change from
Rural to Suburban in the neighborhood character designation,

The 3.5 acres are not sucrounded by vacant property as stated. The vacant property is in
fact the stated 5.5 acre parcel. The small remnant area in need of redevelopment they
state is actually the acres they have compiled ia order 1o develop themselves. Their
stated inability to sell is due to their inflated prices for the properties whick are not in line
with comparabie sales in the area. The narrative mentions the obstacles to atiracting
reinvestment are due to traffic and noise impacts. These are precisely the reasons to not
alow further density development in the area, and the exact reason to uphold the Rural
nelghborhood designation.

The narrative mentions repositioning homes on Cattletrack as an option for developmert
and that reinvestment in the area cannot be accomplished without the proposed General
Plan Amendment. There are several viable options to the existing one per acre options
without any change to the neighbothood designation. Several of us in the immediate area
have accomplished infiil development to our homes without trying to change the
neighborhood for our benefir



The narative states without this change the area is likelv to remain vacant and continue
to detenorate and detract from the values of the surrounding area. This is absolutely a
self-serving statement and quite unrrue. There are attractive infill options for the all
owners to work within the ane per acre rules stated in the Rural neighborhood
designation, and that ts exactly what all the other property owners have been entertaning
in the area. This small area of Cauletrack down to McDonaid is an oasis in Scoftsdale It
is a unique area where open space and a rural residential setting are still respected. The
combination of the art campus and a quite neighbor, The Arizona American Water
Company, make for a well balanced and historical neighberhood. The surrounding
neighbors do not support the proposed amendment. We would rather protect our rural
character and neighborhood than contribute to its demise in the inlerest of a few. There
are many other options for the very few stated properties than to change a neighborhood
designation which will affect all of us.

Please do not recommend approval.

Thank you for your time and your attention in this matter.

Sincerely,

(an 7?2, Lo

Allan N, Bone
7512 E. Bermidge Lane
Scottsdale, Anzona 85250

CC: City Council Members and Plapning Commission Members



UPDATED JUNE 2003
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT
CITIZEN NOTIFICATION & PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT REPORT
2-GP-2003

Prior to any contact with the City and 1o filing a pra-application meeting request for the
proposed General Plan Amendment (GPA), meighbors in the adjacent single-family home
subdivision to the west, property owners to the ¢ast, south and north, including the homeawners
associations of both Lingoln Place and 7600 Lincoln, were contacted to discuss and comment on
the proposed GPA, initially only 5.5 acres. Robert Isbell, presicent of the Lincoln Place
Homeowners Association, and Paul Fox, president of 7600 Lincoln Homeowners. Association,
were comacted by telephone on Deczmber 3, 2002, and December 5, 2002, respoctively, and
advised of the proposal. A request was alsq made for the opportunity to mmeet with their HOA
Boards. AfRer a telephone call to Cindi Golding en December 10, 2002, an initial meeting was
held with Cindl, as 3 repregentative of the 7600 Lincoln Board, on December 12, 2002, The full
GPA and rezoning proposal an the 5.5 acres was discussed with Cindi, who later called and
asked for 2 presentation ar the armual HOA meeting. On Monday, November 16, 2002, a
presentation of the propused 5.5 acce GPA and rezoning was given to the Lincoln Place
Homeowners Association Board of Ditectors, and on Saturday, January LB, 2003, the
presentation was made to the 7600 Lincoln apmual EOA meeting as requested.

In addition 1o thess larger group prasemtations, Diann Hendersom contacted her
subdivision neighbors by going door-to-doar in the December, 2002, through Febrary, 2003
time pericd. She also discussed her proposal with John Thomas, Jr., B. I. Goozalss and Janic
Elis, other surrounding property owners. Additional contacts included meetings and telephone
calls with John Hink in February and March, as well a5 responding to calls from Par] Schwartz
of 7600 Lincoln Place and Judy Weldon after the posting of the property, Officials of the
Arizona American Water Company have been contacted by telephone and have met to discuss
the project as well. As a result of discnssions with Staff priot to submittal, the GPA area was
expanded te include the 124 acrs area east of Cantletrack, The Under Consideration gign was
posted on April 14, 2003. The letter giving notice of both the request and the Open House
meetings on April 29, May 5 and May 19 was mailed to all property owners within 750 feat,

In discussions at these initial Open House meetings oo the expanded 17.5% acre GPA
area, lhe neighbors in the area expressed zeneral support of the GPA on the 5.5 acre
Henderson/Zink property, provided that the proparty were rezoned at the sams time to the 2.0 per
acre proposal, but expressed oppesition to extending the GPA, request to the 12 acies east of
Cattietrack without an accompanying rezoning. The neighbors were concerned that the
Subwban Neighborhood designaton allowed Hp to § units per acre and without an
accompenying rezomng to confirm that only twe units per acre would be developed on the
property east of Cattletrack, they could not support an opan ended GPA for that arez. As a result
of this neighborhood input, the GPA application has been amended ta withdraw the 12 acre
pruperty east of Cattlerrack Road.

800,200 AFILAD THYE $ETZ 82 ZoaL ZEAAT £0/ET A0



The GPA propesal on the 5.5 acrss has been well received and is generally supported by
the acighbors and homeowneys associations with wham it has been discussed, As a result of
neighborfiaod Input selative to cancems for high-quality design, single-story and property valus
enharcement, minor adjustmerts have beep made io the placred TEZOTING request 10 address
these concerns. Capies of the neigkberhond petition in support of the peopesal end the lettar of
suppert from Robert Isbell on behalf of the Lincoln Place Homcowners Association have been
submitted. : :

Two additional Open House meetings have been scheduled for July 8, and September 3,
2003, to discuss both the amended GPA and the rezoning application. The attached leter s

being mailed to all property owners with 750 feet ali those who either called for informatiag
about the request or attended the initial Open House meetings.

DI Ak i e, By Loy e e LTI PLAM o,
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Earr, CURLEY & LAGARDE, P.C.
ATTORNEYS &7 LW

Tolephens [602) 265000 310! Morth Central Avenye
Fur [802) 2652755 Suite 1009

Phoenis, Amzons B30 2
o June 10, 2003

Re: Hendergon/Canletrack and Lincoln
2-GP-2003

Dear Property Cramer or Interasted Pary:

We wish to advise you that in response to neighborbood concerns about an expanded General
Plan Amendment (GPA]) area, we have submitted 1o the City of Scottsdale the attached amendment to the
above-referenced GPA application to withdraw the approximately 125 acres east of Cattietrack Road,
which we added on the City’s advice. We are providing exhibits depizting both the origina 17.5¢ acre
GPA boundary and the revised, current, 5.5% acre GPA boundary., We have alsg enclosed 2 revised
Project narrative summary thas reflects withdrawal of the 12 acres. Although the requested change is
from Rural Neighborhoods, which allows ane dwelling unit per zere, to Subrurban Nejghborhoods, which
wauld zllow 2 1o 8 dwelling uniis per acte on the 5,5 aores, we are filing a rezoning oz the 5.5 acre parcel
lirmiting # 10 2 mits per acrs.

Wo would like to invite you to follow-up Open House meetings scheduled to discuss our
amended GPA request and rezoning submittal. Al the request of neighbors, the Open House meetings
will be held from 5:30 p.o. to 7:00 pm. instsad of the carlier Gmes. The first Open House will be on
Tuesday, Juiy 2, at the Headerson residence located at 6337 M. 75% Street, Scottadale, Azizona 85250,
Because our GPA and rezoning cases will not be heard by the Plaaning Cormmission and City Council for
several months, we will have 2 secomd Open House Fom 5:30 pan. to 7:00 pra. on Wednssday,
September 3, at the Henderson home closer to the hearings o make sure that those neighbors who were
not in town o, July 8, have another opportunity to participate. Please mark these dates on your calendar,
If neighbors wish to meet any time between these July and September dates, we wiil be happy to do so.

Also, make note of the Planning Commission hearing dates of Wednesday, August 20, for the
initial hearing on the GFA, at which otly testimemy will be taken but 2o sction by the Conmnission, and
Wednesday, September 10, at which hoth the GPA end raznning will be presented wnd could be acted
upon by the Commission. The City Council hearing data is tantatively scheduled for Tuesday, Qctober
28, and will b confirned after the Planning Commission makes a recommendation.

I you are unable to attend the Open Houses, please call with any questions or any coneems that
you meY have regarding dhis proposai.

Very wuly yours,

i ipeens
Lynfe A. La

e Dianp Henderson
Alexander Tink

T =L R IR 171 e
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EaRL, CURLEY & LAGARDE, P.C.

ATTORMEYS AT LAY
Teisphone (S027 2950094 3007 Merh Coninai Averae

Fon ey J65-2195 Suie [GO0
Fhoenis, Arizona 45012

Femruary 4, 2003

VIA FACSIMILE
402-532-T1z0

Robert 1, Isbell
Lincoln Place Homeowners Association
7424 E, McClellan Lane

Soattsdalc, Anzona $I250
Re: Henderson/Cartletrack and Lincoln

Dear Boh:

Our client Diann Henderson and I appreciated the oppartunity to present Diann's propesal for a
new residential community on the 5.5 acre parcel at the southwest corner of Cattletrack snd Lincoln
adjacent 1o her home at the corner of Lincoln and 75" Street. It was our understanding that the Board
supported and did niot object to Dyiann’s propasal based upon the following:

1. Namore than 11 homes on the 3.5 acre property at a density of 2 units per acre
Smgle-story anly

3. Custom homes of quality and design compatible with the area in the 4,000 square foot plus
range, with potentially a basement, and in the price range of $750,000 to $850,000 plus

4. Entry to the residential community on Cattletrack not Lincoln

Mo construction traffic an Litcejn

6. Limitation of construction hours in consideration of adjacent residential uses

1n

IF this is an accurate understanding of the position of Lincoln Place, we would appreciate vour
signing as indicated below, or sending us a latter to condim.

Very muly yours,
Lvnmc 4. La &

Ce Thann Henderson

Actnowledged and accepted on

this_4 % dayof ?ﬁéut_u«_cﬂ.,]c_- , 2003
2 - _;"' I.""—) ) N .
By: {7 -/."'f/ ﬁ ;e e b (G
Robert J. Iabeil N .
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EARL, CURLEY & LAGARDE, P.C.
ATTOENEYS AT Lty

Teephgae {8220 263-0003 20 Merth Canmal Avene
Faw o902 2852195 Sune |QOT
Fhoeis, Angonz §54012

Aprl 21, 2002
Re- Henderson ¢ Cattletrack and Lincaln
Dear Property Owner or Interested Party:

On behalf of our chent Diann Henderson and three other property owners along
Cattletrack south of Lineoln, we are filing an application for a General Plan Amendment (GPA)
from Rural Neighborhoods to Subwban Neighborhoods on approximately 17.5 acres, together
with an application for Rezoning on approximately 3.5 acres located at the southwest comner of
Cattletrack and Linceln. The areas of the General Plan Amendment and rezoning are indicated
on the attached ascial map.

The requested change on the subject 17.5 acres is from Rural Neighborboods, which
allows | dwelling umt per acre, to Suburban Neighborhoods, which allows 2 to & dwelling units
per acre. The proposed accompanying Rezoning on the 5.5 acre parcel is for approximately 2
umits per acre for an increase of 4 to 5 homes. The remaining approximately 12 acres are not
being rezoned a tns tme and any future rezoming will require full public hearngs and citizen
participation.

We would like to invite you to jain us at any one of the open house meetings we have
scheduled to discuss this project in more detail. The open house meetings are on April 29,
May 5 and May 19™ from 4:30-6:30 p.m. a1 the Henderson Residence located at 6337 N.75"
Street, Scottsdale, Arizona 85230,

I weuld be happy 1o answer any questions or hear anv concemns that you may have
regarding this proposal.

Very truly yours,

i
”ﬁ‘m«_ et
Lurne Lagarde
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NEIGHBORHOOD PETITION

Gur neighbor Diann Henderson has discussed with us her proposal for a new residential
camnunity of 11 homes or the approximately 5.5 acre parcel at the southwest comer of
Cattletrack and Lincoln. This property has been vacant for vears and a nurgber of
proposals have been made previously for its use. The most recernt activity on the property
was the attempt to develop acte ot custom homes. No one was interested in mvesting in
such homes facing Cattletrack across the strest from the vacant water company and other
properties to the east between Canletrack and the canal, t does not help the image and
preservation of our neighborhood for the property to remain vacant and undeveloped.

We support Diann’s proposal for a community of homes that would not front onto
Cattletrack but rather be oriented onto an interior street forming a new small residential
neighborhood with a low density of 2 per acre that would fit in well with our rural
residential neighborhood and be an excellent neighbor. We believe that this proposal
will offer the best long-term preservation of our neighborhood and lifestyle. We hope
that you will consider approving the General Plan Amendment and rézoning required io
allow this reinvestment in and enhancement of our neighborhaad.
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NEIGHBORHOOD PETITION

Our neighbor Diann Henderson has discussed with us her proposal for a new residential
community of 11 homes on the approximately 5.5 acre parcel at the southwest corner of
Cattletrack and Lincoln, This property has been vacant for years and a number of
praposals have been made previously for its use. The most recent activity on the property
was the attempr to develop acre lot custom homes. No one was interested in Investing in
such homes facing Cattietrack across the street from the vacant watey company and other
properties 1o the east between Cattletrack and the canal. it does not help the image and
preservation of our neighborhood for the property to remain vacant and undeveloped.

We support Diann's proposal for a community of homes that would not front onto
Cartletrack but rather be otiented onto an interior street forming a new small residential
neighborhood with a low density of 2 per acre that would fit in well with our rural
residential neighborhood and be an excellent neighbor.  We believe that this proposal
will offer the best long-term preservation of our neighborhood and lifestyle. We hope
that you will consider approving the General Plan Amendment and rezoning required to
allow this reinvestment in and enhancement of our neighborhood.
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ROBERT T. KLINE, JR.

7431 [ Century Drive
Scottsdale, AZ 85250

July 31, 2003

Mr. Tim Curtis

Citly al Scottsdale

7447 2. Indian School Road. Sujte 105
sScotlsdale, A7 B525)

Tyear Mr. Curtis:

t am wriling regarding the proposcd amendment o the Genoral Plan
for Caittletrack Ranch, Casc Number 2-GP-2003 which has been filed by
Lynne Lagarde.

Please accept this letter OPPOSING said amendment. | obhiect to any
change in the General Ptan which eliminares 1he rural designation of
my home and neighborhood., Changing the classification to suburban
will forever change the idyllic desert selling which [ bought into. This
has been done all (oo frequently in our beautiful city and state. | don't
want to sce another area lost to development,

Additionally, this proposed project reqguires an amendment or
climination of one lot from my subdivision, Su Casa. Regardless of the

resuits of the proposed change. | will not suppor! any change 1o our
CC&Rs,

Please feel free 10 contact me with any questions,

Regards.,
Bl

Robert T, Kline, Jr,
(<86} BOR-2545
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OPENING STATEMENT

COMMISSIONER HEITEL read the opening statement, which describes the role of 1he
Planning Commission and the progedures used in canducting this meesting.

REVIEW OF MINUTES OF PAST MEETINGS

June 25, 2003
July 8, 2003

MR. GRANT stated the Commission does not need to act on the minutes. If the
Cammissicn has any corrections they will be carrected and presented to the
Commission at the next meeting for approval.

{Na comections to the minules were reguested.)
REGULAR AGENDA

2-GP-2003 {Cattletrack Ranch) requast by Earl Curley & Lagarde P C, applicant, Diann
Henderson & Alexander 2ink, owners, for a General Plan Amendment fram Rural
Neighborhoods to Suburban Neighborhoods and fromt Rural Character to Suburban
Character on 5 5.5 +/- acre parcel located at the soulhwest corner of Cattletrack and
Limeol Drive.

MS. HUISH presented the General Pian Amendment partion of the case in fuifilment of
the State legislation for remote hearings. The second Planning Commission hearing for
this application is schedulad for September 10, 2003, There will be no Cammission
action taken on this item.

MICHELLE HAMMOND, Eari, Curley & Lagarde, 3101 N. Central Avenue, Phoenix, AZ,
stated she is here on behalf of Lynne Lagarde who is on vacation. She stated they are
representing Diann Henderson and Alexander Zink on lhis property. The General Plan
amendment is being requested so that Diann Henderson can develop this piece aiang
with Alex Zink's property. They would like to crale a quality residential community on
this problematic corner. She further stated the comer of Caltle Track and Lincoln is
heavily traveled and thergforg has not attracted investment in the neighborhaad.

Ms. Hammond stated they agres with a ot of the points in the staff outine. She
discussed the definition of suburban character as identified in the staff report stating they
agree with all of the points and fall this property has all those points.

Ms. Hammond reviewed the plans for this property and discussed how Lhe plan would
benefit the area. She remarked they agree with staff that the existing rural neighborhood
should be protected from higher density. They felt strongly that this application is
achieving thal goal.

Ms. Hammond concluded they agree this area is unique and should maintain its
character. Several elements effect the stability of the neighborhood including the traffic,
the densily and nearby commercial properties. They have to look at the bigger picture.

APPROVED
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All of these conditions led to the request before them tonight. She stated that Diann and
Alex have nol arrived at this requast hastily and Ms. Henderson has lived adjacent to
this property lor over 30 years and has seen the slow decline of this piece. The edge
needs to be addressed 1o protect the neighborhood. She added they felt this application
ts an important parl of providing stability to the neighborhood.

COMMISSIONER NELSSEN requested the Applicant address the concern stated in the
petition. He also requested why they felt thal this property failed to atiract investment.
He inguired if tha reascn investmenl an this properly was unattractive was because of
the inflated price of the property. Ms, Hammaond stated the concem in the petition
regarding the CC&R issue has been dealt with, She further stated the reason the
property has failed one there is sizable arnounl of traffic on Lincoln and Cattietrack. The
other reason is that there is nearby commercial and there is a lot of cut through traffic.
There are a variety of different residential densilies and all of the things have eradad this
edge. They would like to sew it up, and make it something quality that would present
apportunity for the longevity of this neighborhood. Commissioner Nelssen asked again if
they don't feel it is because of the price of the property why here are no investors. Ms.
Hammond replied in the negative.

COMMISSIONER HEITEL requested irformation on transition inguiring where the edge
is. He stated it would seem the edge is in the middle. Ms. Hammond stated the edge
condition they are referring to is the property to the north, the property to the east,
across the canal, and further down Lincoln. They have to spread out to look at the edge
condition. She further stated that if they drive along Cattletrack they wouid see
deteriorating properties on both sides that need to be addressed.

Caommissioner Heitel inquired if they were to approve this General Plan Amendment 1o
increase the density on the subject properties they would then be creating moverment to
the east to furlher increase the density across and continue this transition and further
erode the existing neighborhood. Ms. Hammond stated il is their opinion that this edge
is already eraded.

Commissioner Heitel inquired if this could be considered self-inflicted erasion. Ms,
Hammeond replied in the negative.

COMMISSIONER SCHWARTZ stated for the record, he looked at these properties
sometime ago and spoke with Mr. Zink about his plans to build 2 house or develop the
site. He inquired what happened to those plans.

DIANN HENDERSON stated she owns the 2.5 acres that corner Lincoln and Catiletrack
and she got involved when Mr. Zink presented his plans to build homaes on the one-acre
parcels. She further stated he was praposing to build two-story 7,500 sguare fool
homes and it did nat fit inlo their neighborhood. She reported that she called Mr, Zink
and it was her idea to rézone so they couid do something charming with that camer and
call it Cattielrack Ranch. She further reported that the house on the comer needs to be
torn down noting it was built in 19386.

COMMISSIONER BARNETT stated there were other plans for building bigger housas
but Ms. Henderson did not like those plans so the reinvestment argument is not valid,

APFROVED
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Mr. Barnelt asked if there were reinvestment opporiunities, just not how she desired.
Ms. Henderson replied in lhe affirmaltive stating the developers of the properlies in the
neighbarhood wanted to put large homes on the property and she falt it would not fit with
their neighborhood and would not maintain the rural character.

Commissioner Barnett stated the other day when ha was driving around he noticed on
ane or two sireets to the west there were three new homes geoing on three one acre lots.
He inquired if thal would not be considered redevelopment. Ms. Henderson replied in
the affirmative. Commissianer Barnett noted that less than a mile away from this
praperty on Lincoln that frant onte Lincoln are very large homes that face heavy traffic
and don't seem to have a problem with reinvesiment. Ms. Henderson stated the
prablem with the hauses on 64" Street on Lincoln the individual homes have put g
walts and walled Lincoln and she wants to keep a rural look.

Commissioner Barnett stated their second main argument is traffic noting there are other
ways 1o address traffic such as putting in speed bumps making cu-de-sacs or hard
scaping. Ms. Hendersan stated the traffic is a big protrem and for years, they have
wanted o put in speed bumps but that is a difficult process. She discussed some olher
options that have been explarad.

COMMISSIONER SCHWARTZ stated he thought it would be helpful to see a site plan of
what is proposed 1o give them a visual tool to look at.

Commissioner Schwarlz stated in response to the issue of large homes on one-acre lots,
it would be his preference if he lived in a neighborhood like this to have larger homeas
because it would increase the value of his home. Ms. Henderson stated she would
agree but it does not fit the character of their neighborhood.

Commissioner Schwartz inquired if this site plan has a wall around the perimeter. Ms.
Hammeond replied there would be a partial wall.

VICE CHAIRMAN STEINBERG stated that with the rezoning they would be allowed
eight dwelling units per acre. He inquired if that was their intention. Ms. Hammond
replied ihey are not allowed to go that high. The General Plan designatien for suburban
is two to eight but they are not allowed to do eight unless they rezone the district. They
are proposing R1-18 PRD, which allows two dwelling units.

(VICE CHAIRMAN STEINBERG OPENED PUBLIC TESTIMONY )

PATRICK CAIMARI, 7442 E. Century Drive in Su Casa, spoke in opposilion to this
request. He slated he and another neighbor coliectad 1he majonty of sigratures in Su
Casa to not change their CC&Rs that clearly stated that the density may not excead one
house per acre. He reported Lhis is Lhe biggest investment in his Iife and he does not
warl it changed. All of the neighbors that have lived there for years feel the same way.
He turiher reported that there are million dollar homes right down on Lincoln, He
remarked the traffic is getting a litlle crazy, but that there are measures Ihat can be taken
such as blockades to prevent the through traffic. He remarked he fell larger homes
being built would increase the value of his home. He further remarked he moved into &
rural community and he does not want 1o see it ruined by becoming denser. He
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concluded that he did not think thal because one man spent Lo much on a parcel of
land they need ic make him good.

DOUG WATTIER, 7502 E. Berridge Lane, spoke in opposition to this request. He stated
that everyone who lives in the neighborhced comments on the calm atmasphere and his
fear is that if they increase the density it could be Hike cancer coming into their
neighborhood and would expand because the property is valuable. He furher stated he
felt the reason they could not sell their property is because of the price. He concluded
he would like to see the atmosphere of the community mainlained.

AMY LOFGREN, 7422 E. Bemidge Lane, spoke in opposition to this request. She stated
that she and her husband just moved into this neighborhpod a week ago and were
infoermed by their neighbors of what was going on.  She further stated they spent mare
on their home than they wanted to because of how special this neighborhood is. They
live on 2.4 acres and they would never imagine dividing it up and putting more homes on
it for mongy. It is one of ihe |ast great neighborhoods left in Scottsdale.

NILS LOFGREN, 7422 E. Bemidge Lane, spoke in oppaosition to this requesl. He stated
he has been in the Valley nine years, his wife has been here 20 years, and the things
they loved abeut the Valley are gone. He further stated he would agree with the
gentlernan who referred 1o density as being a cancer he could not agree more. He
noted he fravels all around the world and there are vary few rural communities left. He
concluded they need to preserve the integrity of the few rural pockets that are left in the

city.

ALLAN BONE, 7512 E. Berridge Lane, spoke in apposition to this request. He stated
he did not know his rural neighborhood needed so much transition and stabifization. He
furiher stated the reason they maved into the neighborhood is bacause it is a rural
setting within a large city. He commenled he has heard a lot aboul not being able to
aftract investment in the area it seems that working within the confines there is quite a bit
that can he done. He further stated he felt that by adding density it would only add 1o the
traffic problems. He remarked he would encourage them to come inta their
neighborhood and look because it is the last pasis within the ¢ity. He concluded he did
not think they shauld change the rules for a few.

LILLIAN LEFFMANN, 7502 E. Berridge Lane, spoke in opposition 1o this request. She
stated regarding the properties to the east between Cattletrack and the canal the
argument was raised that this is run down and something needs to be done. Anytime
anyong laoked at this land to buy it the asking prices was higher than the rest of the
properties. She noted lovely houses could be built en the canal and they should not
spoilit by using higher densiligs.

BARBARA MORGENSTERN, 7426 E. Berridge Lane, spoke in opposition o this
request. She stated she has lived in her home for 30 years. She further stated she
waolld agrea with evenything that has been said. This neighborhaod is wonderful and
they want 1o keep it the same. I can be developed beaulifully and kept rurat without
changing the density.
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JOHN HINK, 6301 N. 75™ Street, stated he comes from a different situation, and he lives
adjacent to the property and is neutral about the situation. He further statad his concern
15 that he does not want a two-story house behind him that looks into this backyard. He
would like to see a height restriction and he does nol want to see a perimeter wall, He
noted that the house behind him has been vacant for two years and has a empty pool
and he has asked Mr. Zink to secure the property because it is a hazard.

HARRY JUPIN, 7437 E. Berridge Lane, spoke in opposition to this request. He siated
he had several issues with this application and in his opinion it is inappropriate to rezone
and grant a General Plan amendment in such a small area of land to benefit a small
group af people without considering the negative impact on the surrounding areas, He
cammented he cannot understand how changing the zoning to increase the density
would increase the apen space. In addition, they are already talking about the rezoning
on Catlletrack for the Ellis property that would increase the traffic. He further stated the
traffic is horrific but there are ways to address it,

JOHN THOMAS, 7500 E. Lincoln Drive, spoke in suppart of this request. He stated hig
tamily has lived in their hause since 1967 and has seen the area change quite a bit. He
further stated he trusts Diann Henderson to make this a good loaking project and fil in
with the community. He reported he would support the praject. He further reparted that
he felt it would be an improvement to the neighborhood. These old houses need to be
torn down and replaced with something new,

{(VICE CHAIRMAN STEINBERG CLOSED PUBLIC TESTIMONY.)

VICE CHAIRMAN STEINBERG requested staff to advise the pubiic about the protoceol
for resolving the traffic issues in this area. Mr. Jones stated these issues could be
addressed through the Transportation Department that has staff that handles these
types of problems,

COMMISSIONER HEITEL stated he has been though this neighbarhood and felt it was
& very unique area in the city reminiscent of many areas that have been lost, He further
staled he felt it would be reprehensible far the city to participate in diminishing one small
pocket left of nice homes thal might be funclionally obsolescent because they wera built
in a different era but ¢learly attractive ta a lot of people, He remarked he sees no reasan
to encourage the further diminution of that area. He further remarked the city doeg have
a neighborhood character process that could help them to define the character of this
special neighborhoad.

COMMISSIONER NELSSEN commented the anly thing that he sees wrong with this
neighbarhood is what has baen allowed and encouraged to happen around it. He further
commented he would also encourage them to fook at seeing if they can get the area
designated as a character area noting that some of them might not live to see it done.

He reported that he has spent 20 years getting what amounts to an ordinance level
character plan. A lot of the comments he has heard are the same comments he has
heard from any place fighting for rural character. Itis a tough battle. He concluded
unless he sees some redeeming community wide benefits 1o Lhis zoning request
because it has some issues.
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COMMISSIONER BARNETT stated he would second the comments that have been
made. He further stated part of the General Plan was set up in an effort to protect
neighborhoods. He remarked he lives in a neighborhood almost identical to this
neighborhood and his neighbarhood is going through a transition where some of the
houses are being fixed up and some houses are being torn down. He further remarked
he does not see a reason for this neighborhood to become denser. This is a great
neighborhoed and a lot of people want to live in this neighborhood. This seems ta be
more a guestion of economics and timing on the economics. If they want mare money,
they can wait around for it. He concluded he does not see any reasort to move forward
with this process,

COMMISSIONER SCHWARTZ stated he drives this street daily because his office is on
75" Street and McDonald so he undersiands the issue of raffic. He further stated it iz
hard to imagine anything else than homes fronting Cattletrack. He remarked there are
speed problems in all of the neighborhoods and they need to address that themselves
regarding how they can drive safely in their own community. He commented he was
always challenged when he looked at this site to see how if fit into the big picture of the
surrounding area. When you are developing a piece of property, you have to look from
the outside in. He noted he is not opposed to adding a nurnber of units to a property.
This plan is not symbolic of what the rest of the community is. He further noted he would
hope the applicant would have some further discussion with the neighborhood and he
would suggest the applicant spend more time with the neighbors g come up with &
win/win for everybody.

VICE CHAIRMAN STEINBERG stated this is an casis within Scottsdale. He further
stated he felt they need to protect their cases. He rermarked old is not bad. He further
remarked he comes from New York and he use to renovate sluff that people paid
millions of dollars far and they wanted it to lock as old as possibie. He further noted he
sees ihis area as being pristing in the deser. He remarked the traffic issues have to be
resolved so he would suggest the citizens' approach the city and see what can be done.
He commenled he could not support this application. There are other ways to site the
hemes on Cattletrack so that it js conducive to the value of the real estate. There are
other ways to do it other than by increasing the density by two times.

3-GP-2003 (Sheeg!Thomas Property) request by Tornow Design Associates,
applicant, Winstar Pro LLC & John Thomas, owners, for a General Plan Amendment
from Cultural/Institutional to Employment on a 10 +/~ acre parcel lacated west of
Thompson Paak, south of McDowell Mounlain Ranch Road.

MS. HUISH presented 1he General Plan Amendment porlion of the case in fulfillment of
the State legistation for remote hearings. The second Planning Comrmissian hearing for
this applicalion is scheduled for September 10, 2003. There will be no Commission
action taken on this itarn.

JOHN ROONEY, Beus, Gilbert, stated they represent the five of the 10 acres. The five
acres that are further to the west. He further stated the proposed amendment is for the
Land Use Element from a Culturaltinstilutional designation to an Employment
designation. The best way to characterize this use is as a buffer zane between some of
what is going 10 happen at WestWorld and its expanded facility. The best way to
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those warehouses. He concluded he is requesting that the Commission take a
closer look at the wisdom of putting a storage warehouse in a neighborhood.

COMMISSIONER HEITEL stated out of consideration of the neighborhood he
would recommend they place this request on the regular agenda.

CHAIRMAN GULINO stated the consensus of the Commission was to place this
on the reguiar agenda and it would follow case 14-ZN-2003.

(PULLED TO REGULAR AGENDA)

23-UP-2003 (Mountainside Plaza Fitness Center) request by The Peters Design
Group, Inc., applicant, Glenwood Development Company, owner, for a
conditional use permit for a health studic on a 3.5 +/- acre parcel located at
10855 N 116th Street {Northeast corner of Shea Blvd & 116th St) with Highway
Commercial Planned Community District {C-3 PCD) zoning.

5-ZN-1882#3 {Boulders Villas) request by LVA Urban Design Studio, applicant,
Wyndham International, owner, for site plan approval per zoning stipulations from
5-ZN-1892 on a 18.1 +/- acre parcei located at the Northeast comer of Westland
Road and Scottsdale Road with Planned Neighborhood Center, Planned
Community District, Environmentally Sensitive Lands (PNC, PCD, ESL) and
Central Business District, Planned Community District, Enviranmentally Sensitive
Lands (C-2, PCD, ESL} zoning.

13-ZN-2003 (Shea & 74" Street) request by Beus Gilbert PLLC, applicant, Ruby
Tuesday Inc, owner, to rezone from Central Business District (C-2) to Highway
Commaercial (C-3) and approve a development agreemant restricting uses on a 2
+/- acre parcel located at 7337 E Shea Boulevard.

COMMISSIONER HEITEL MOVED TO FORWARD CASES 16-UP-2003 AND
23-UP-2003 TO THE CITY COUNCIL WITH A RECOMMENDATION FOR
APPROVAL SUBJECT TO IT MEETS THE USE PERMIT CRITERIA. MOVED
TO FORWARD 5-ZN-1992#3 AND 13-ZN-2003 TO THE GITY COUNCIL WITH
A RECOMMENDATION FOR APPROVAL. SECOND BY COMMISSIONER
BARNETT.

THE MOTION PASSED BY A VOTE OF SEVEN (7) TO ZERO (D).

REGULAR AGENDA

12-7ZN-2003 (Cattletrack Ranch) request by Earl Curley & Lagarde PC, applicant,
Diann Henderson & AMZ Homes, owners, to rezone from Single Family
Residential District (R1-43 & R1-35) to Single Family Residential District,
Planned Residential District {R1-35 PRD) with amended development standards
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on a 5.2 +/- acre parcel located at the Southwest comer of Cattlatrack/Miller
Road and Lincoln Drive.

MR. CURTIS presented this case as per the project coordination packet. Staff
recommends approval of the rezoning to the R1-35/PRD District, subject to the
attached stipulations. He requested that the Planning Commission make note of
the amended stipulation discussed in study session if they chose to make that
part of the mation.

CHAIRMAN GULIND inguired why they were talking about perimeter walls
because that is a DR issue. Mr. Curtis replied in the affirmative. The stipulation
did indicate the desire for them to pay particuiar attention to those wails. It is
also a character issue so they did want to bring this item up for discussion.

COMMISSIONER NELSSEN inquired if Cattletrack is going to be medified in tha
future. Mr. Curtis replied that it is in its final configuration in terms of road width
and design. Itis noted in the stipulations if this is approved they want to maintain
some seort of gravel or compacted granite walk ways 5o that it does not have that
urban or suburban look. Commissioner Nelssen stated he had a concem that the
lots are have a set of CC&Rs prohibiting this sort of development, he requested
clarification. Mr. Curtis stated that is referencing the southern lot that is existing
is part of the Su Casa subdivision and the applicant will give details how they
would be addressing that in the CC&Rs

COMMISSIONER HEITEL inquired how does placing walls along the front of
Cattletrack Road, and reducing lot sizes from 35,000 square foot minimums to
23,000-26,000 square foot, and reducing the lot width in amended standards to
100 feet from 135. How is that compatible with this rural enclave in the middle of
our city.  Mr. Curtis reviewed the impact discussion and what they looked at
regarding that.

LYNNE LAGARDE, Earl Curley & Lagarde, 3101 N. Central, Phoenix, AZ,
provided an updated on where they are with this project. She reported they are
presenting a substantially modified plan that eliminated the need for the General
Plan Amendment. She presented information an how the density was calculated,
She further reported with the modified plan it is their understanding that the
majarity of neighbors on Berridge Lane and Su Casa support this plan. They
believe this plan maintains the rural character of the area and will set g
precedence for the remaining vacant land. This would be a modet in fill project.

Ms. Lagarde discussed the work that has been done with the neighbarhood. She
noted she received an email from Lillian Lefferman who was not able to be here
and she wanted to be sure everyone of the Planning Commission received the
email. Ms. Lefferman worked a lot with the neighbars, their main concern was
the General Plan amendment, and they are very satisfied with the project.
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Ms. Lagarde stated regarding the walls she wanted to share what they hava is
not a perimeter wall they have sidewalls. This is very consistent with the patiern
in that area on Cattletrack and Berridge Lane. They believe their walls are
consistent with what is occurring in that neighborhood. They agree with staff
stipulations that they maintain 30-foot setback and they are agreeable with
working with DR to have an appropriate design of those wails. They believe the
one-story with 2 24 foot hetght maximum is appropniate, and a maximum of
seven lots.

Ms. Lagarde stated they have only requested ane modification of the stipulations
in Stipulation No. § with regard to building height: No building on the site shall
exceed twenty four (24) feet in height one-stary. There shail be no outside stairs,
roof top decks, of patio balconies, onlots 2, 3, and 6. Those are the areas of
concem by a neighbor and they are more than wiliing to put that restriction.

Ms. Lagarde stated far the record they are maintaining the 35-foot setback, which
matches the 35-foot setback on lots in Su Casa. With that, they are asking for
the Planning Commission’s recommendation for approval.

COMMISSIONER SCHWARTZ stated he appreciated all of the efforts they have
gone through working with the neighbors. He further stated in relation to the
deed restriction are they offering the same deed restrictions they hava in Su
Casa. Ms. Lagarde stated the deed restriction in Su Case limit the development
o one story but there is no height limitation and no restriction on roof top
balconies or patios or that sort of thing. The deed restrictions were drafted a long
time ago so they do not have a height limitation. With regard to the fact one of
the lots is in Su Casa, as you are all aware the city does not enforce deed
restrictions, so that really is for them to work out with the neighbors. There are a
number of legal ways and they have retainad a specialist attorney in CC&Rs 80
they can be amended withcut impacting any other lots in Su Casa. If the zoning
is approved, they would handle the CC&Rs in an appropriate manner.

COMMISSIONER NELSSEN inguired if they had to have 100 percent approval
to amend the CC&Rs. Ms. Lagarde replied the CC&Rs dictate it so it is not
rnecessarily 100 percent. She noted she is not sure she would have to pull them
out but she thought it was a majority. Commissioner Nelssen stated he would like
ta know that because if this does move forward they wouid be putting the
residents between a rock and hard place but that is not their job it is the
applicants' job to work that out with the surrounding neighbors.

Commissioner Nelssen inquired how the perimeter wall on the western part of
the project how does that relate to the back yard of the properties to the west.
Ms. Lagarde replied that not all hames have walls on the property ling. Some of
them do and some of them don't’. They will have a perimeter wall and in those
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cases where the property owner has a perimeter wall they will work with those
neighbors so they are not duplicating walls or creating a no man's land.

COMMISSIONER HEITEL stated while they understand the private deed
restriction is not a specific issue before them. Amending those private deed
restrictions is an indication of willingness by the parties that are part of that
subdivision that they are in agreement with your representation and that you
have a majority of these people in support. He further stated that he felt they
were putting the cart before the horse. He remarked that he would prefer thay
came to them with the amendment in place.

He inquired again how does placing walls along the front of Cattletrack Road.
and reducing lot sizes from 35,000 square foat minimums to 25,000-26,000
square foot, and reducing the lot width in amended standards to 100 feat from
135. How is that compatible with this rural enclave in the middle of our city,

MS. LAGARDE stated they felt that 25,000-26,000 sguare foot lots were
relatively large lots and they felt the proposal was in character with the
neighborhood. She stated with regard to the CC&Rs that is a private matter and
the Commission's determination should be based on a land use determination.

(CHAIRMAN GULINO OPENED PUBLIC TESTIMONY .}

NILS LOFGREN, 7422 E. Berridge Lana, spoke in opposition o this request. He
stated that he was speaking on behalf of his wife, son Dylan, and the Myers
family who couid not be present tonight. He further stated the reasan he moved
into this neighborhood was because of the rural nature of the neighborhood. He
remarked he did not move there to police higher density plan. He concluded that
they need to preserve the integrity of the few rural pockets that are left in the city
because this [ittte patch is a true gem in the COMMunity.

ALLAN BONE, 7512 E. Berridge Lane, stated that although the applicant
withdrew the amendment to the General Plan and came back with a revised plan
they are still dealing with the same issues of increased density and respect to the
rural character. With regard to the focus on the in fill area it is even more reason
to respect the rural designation of the area. There are plenty of guidelines that
are within the current zoning and aliow the applicant to develop those lots with
out going to the PRD and the special amendments. They all came to this area
for the same reason and it was based on what was placed in the CC&Rs. Going
around the CC&Rs to develop one lot is a very special issue to look at because it
sets a precedence for increased density. He concluded he would encourage
themn to vote against this request.

LAURENCE COWEN, 7519 E. Cactus Wren, spoke in favor of this request. He
stated he has lived at this address for nine years. He further stated that his firgt
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love is for the natural attractiveness of the desert, and he felt this would be g
complete upgrade for the cormmunity.

PATRICK GAIMARI, 7442 E. Century Drive in Su Casa, spoke in opposition to
this request. He stated he is still against this request for the same reasons he
stated at the off site hearing. He expressed his concerns regarding the traffic
impact to the neighborhood. He further stated that this is his investment in the
community and he moved here for a reason because this area is like a jewelin a
very cangested community.

JOHN HINK, 6301 N. 75 Street, stated he is the only person other than Diann
that abuts this property. He further stated that he felt this was a good solution
and recommends support. He commented with regard to the stipulations, he
would like them to be clear that it is 2 maximum of seven lots, one story with a 24
foot height but there is a sloping roof. i there are any perimeter walls, he felt
they should be six foot high from existing grade. He further commented he wants
it to be clear that this is subject to DRB and subdivision plat approval. He
remarked with regard to the CC&Rs. That is a matter between the two parties
and is not @ matter before the Commission. He further remarked with regard to
the curb and gutter stipuiation it should be cansistent with what is already being
donhe.

MR. GAIMARLI stated that he forgot to mention that he and a neighbor went to all
of his neighbars in Su Casa and gathered a majonty of signatures not to change
the CC&Rs.

HARRY JUPIN, 7437 E. Berridge Lane, spoke in oppasition to this request. He
stated he is opposed to this because he felt the utility services would be
impacted and increased by 40 percent and he wanted somebody to look into
that. He further stated Cattletrack is an over used cut through street and this wili
add 40 percent more traffic. He remarked he felt they should not reduce the lot
size to 26,000. He further remarked he felt it was inappropriate to make a zoning
change and then use the zoning change to muscle to get a CC&R change. He
concluded he felt they should table this until they CC&Rs are taken care of and
then goes ahead with the zoning.

CHAIRMAN GULINO stated they have six cards from pecpie not wishing to
speak in favor of the request and three opposed to the request.

(CHAIRMAN GULINO CLOSED PUBLIC TESTIMONY.)
MS. LAGARDE stated most of the comments they have heard are related to
density and the rural character. She reminded them that what this PRD gives

them is an extra lot but beyond that what it enables them to do is avoid fronting
homes on the highly traveled Cattletrack and Lincoln. They believe this is a far
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more appropriate solution for the neighborhood where they have just two
driveways and homes with shared private driveways. She remarked they feit this
plan is compatible with the rural nature of the neighborhood. She further
remarked the issue regarding the CC&Rs is a private matter and not an issue for
the city to take 2 position.

COMMISSIONER NELSSEN stated his concern is that if they do approve the
zoning change for this property and they cannat get the changes to the CC&Rs
then they made a zoning change to the property that would not refiect this plan.
Ms. Lagarde replied the only part of the property that is affected is the southem
part and the rest of the property is not affected. If they cannct change the
CC&Rs, they would have to make an adjustment. It does not mean they cannot
implernent the plan. They understand they would have to deal with that issue jf
they cannot amend the CC&Rs. Commissioner Nelssen inquired if the plan
could be adjusted and go forward with six lots. Ms. L.agarde replied in the
negative.

COMMISSIONER SCHWARTZ commented from what he is hearing there seems
to be @ no mans land of lime betweaen the time if they receive an approval for the
project and when the CC&Rs may be changed. He inquired about the timeline to
get the CC&Rs modified. He inquired if they could put some sort of timing
stipulation to ensure that occurs in a timely manner, Ms. Lagarde stated if the
case is approved the amendment language has been drafted and they intend to
work in tandem with the plat application to DRB. I the Commission wanted they
could put in a timing stipulation but that might go against the city policy of not
getting involved with deed restrictions.

Commissioner Schwartz stated he knew that # is an increase in density but it was
not significant they are just adding two lots. He further stated that they could
have 10 access points because each it could have a circular driveway off
Cattietrack and they are diminishing that by having only two points of ingress,
egress. He remarked the rurai character is very important and vital but he
thought they have a very strong Design Review Board and they wauld take 3
strong look at all of the comments and ideas about how to keep the rural
character in the neighbarhood in tact. He commented he hopes that all of the
neighbors will attend the DRB meeting and give their thoughts. He concluded he
was in favor of this project.

COMMISSIONER HEITEL stated his biggest concern with this project is that they
would be setting the standard for other in fill profects. To aliow the next person
who wants to come in, do an acquisition of a number of lots in this area, do a
another PRD, and reduce the lot sizes potentially even further in this very unique
area. He further stated that he had a tremendous amount of difficulty being a
party to encouraging that. He remarked the whole issue of as the city continues
grow and they will be faced with in fill issues strikes at the issus of neighbors
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trying to protect their neighborhood. They have a unique character area here
and reducing the lot sizes, creating walls along the areas, and not creating front
facing Iots is of immense concern. He concluded he would net be able to support
this request.

COMMISSIONER HEITEL MOVED TO FORWARD CASE 12-ZN-2003 TO THE
CITY COUNCIL WITH A RECOMMENDATION FOR DENIAL.

COMMISSIONER HESS stated that he felt Commissioner Heitel has very
articulataly stated the issue here that you have to deal with what the future s
about. He further stated that he thought to rush to judgment ioc add one lot and
set precedence would be il advised. He concluded that he is opposed to this
reqjuest.

VICE CHAIRMAN STEINBERG stated he would agree that it does set
precedence. He commendad the applicant for working very hard and has come
up with something that is almest palatable. The big thing that bothers him that it
affects the land to the east and the whole rural casis look would disappear
avernight. He further commented that he is concerned about the neighbors and
their desires. He noted that a 40 percent density increase is a big increase
although it is only two lots. He further noted what is upsetting is trying to decide
a case that can't stand on its own because of the CC&Rs issue. He remarked
that he felt ill equipped to move forward. He concluded what he has heard loud
and clear is that this is a beautiful enclave that neads to be preserved.

COMMISSIONER BARNETT stated he thought the common problem they have
in going forward is the question of trying to maintain what they have or try to
come up with something better or different. There are plenty of neighborhoods
like this that were designed 20, 30, 40 years ago that the design of the
negighborhood had nothing to do with the design of the neighborhoods
surrounding it these days. These lots could all have u-shaped driveways and
they could create all kinds of chaos here. When he was |ooking at the proposal
this seems to be a very organized proposal it seems to keep density at a
reasonable level. He remarked he did not think they were increasing the density
significantly. With regard to the walls, there would be a representative from this
Commission on DR Board and significant input from the citizens. He further
remarked that he liked the development that is proposed it is a modern version of
the neighborhcod. He concluded he does appreciate all of the comments about
this being a rural enclave but he is in faver of the project in front of them.

COMMISSIONER NELSSEN stated locking at the site plan he feit that there
were some fong overdue ideas being used such as shared driveways minimizing
the ingress and egress on Cattletrack. He further stated he felt the issue
regarding the walls could be worked out but unlike his colleagues’ he did not
have as much faith in the DR Board. He remarked that he is concerned about
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the CCARs issue and wouid support a continuance with a little more assurance
that those changes lo the CC&Rs can be accomplished. He concluded as it
stood tonight he could not suppaort this request.

COMMISSIONER BARNETT stated assuming they pass this is there any way o
have a better feel for this before it goes to the City Council. Ms. Lagarde stated
they could certainty atternpt to accomplish that but could not commit. She
reiterated the fact that issue should not impact their deciston tonight.

COMMISSIONER SCHWARTZ asked legal counse! for advise regarding the
CCA&Rs issue. Ms. Boomsma stated the CC&Rs are a private agreement
between the landowners and the city has no authority to enforce them and in
general stays out of the issue altogether. She further stated she would
recommend that they make their decision based on the land use dacision
presented. [f they fail to change the CC&RSs they would have to return.

CHAIRMAN GULINO stated that he lives on the other side of the canal and
travel Cattletrack. He further stated that he was initially opposed to the up until
the tima he saw the sile plan. He remarked whan he locks at the sile plan he fell
that it maintaing the character of the neighborhood and for that reason he would
have a hard time objecting. He further remarked that he had a lot of faith in the
DR Boarg. He commented what they are really discussing here is the addition of
one of fwo lots and in his opinion that does not consiitute any impact on
infrastructure. He further commented he dges like how the driveways have been
combined into easements. He added he felt that particular porticn of this
neighborhood seems to be suffering some negiect so hbe would like to see the
improvement. The in fiit redevelopment is imporant for this portion of Scottsdala.
He conciuded he does support this case.

Chairman Gulino inquired if there was a second for the maotion o deny this case.
COMMISSIONER HESS SECONDED THE MOTION.

THE MOTION PASSED BY A VOTE OF FOUR (4) TO THREE {3} WITH
CHAIRMAN GLULING, COMMISSIONER BARNETT, AND COMMISSIONER
SCHWARTZ DISSENTING.

14-2N-2003 (Northsight Retail Pads) request by Earl, Curlay & Lagarde,
applicant, MATC Inc, owner, t0 rezeone from Central Business District {C-2) o
Highway Commercial {C-3) on 1 parcel with a totat of 1.2 +/- acres located 8796
E Ramnlree Drive.

MR. VERSCHUREN presented this case as per the project coordination packet.
Staff recommends denial for the lack of a regional use purpose of this request.
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CROMNANCE NO 3534

AN OROINAMCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SCOTTSDALE MARICOPA,
COUNTY, ARIZONA, AMENDING CORDINANCE NO. 455 THE ZOMING
QRDINANCE OF THE CITY QF SCOTTSDALE, BY AND FOR THE PURPOSE 0OF
CHANGING THE ZOMING ON THE "DISTRICT MAP™ TO ZOMING APPROVED 1N
CASE NQ. 12-ZN-2003. TO REZONE THE PROFERTY FROM R1.43 AND R1-35
{SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT) TQ R1-35 PRD {SINGLE FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT, PLANMED RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT), WITH AMENDEDR
DEVELOFMEMT STANDARDS, ON A 55 + ACRE PARCEL LOCATED AT THE
SOUTHWEST CORMER OF CATTLETRACK/MILLER ROAD AND LINCOLN
DRIVE.

WHEREAS, Case Na. 12-ZN-2003 has been properiy noticed for City Council consideration,
pursuant 1o the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Scoltsdale and the statutes of the
State of Arizona, and the necessary citizen participation process and hearings have been compleled: and

VWHEREAS. the Cauncil of the City of Scottsdale wishes ta amend the comprehensive zoning
map of the City of Scottsdale for this Property:

MOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by lhe Council of the City of Scottsdale. as follows:

Section 1. That the "Distric! Map™ adopled as a part of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of
Scotisdale and showing Ihe 2oring district boundaries, is amended by rezoning a $.3 +/- acre parcel
located at the southwest cormer of Callletrack/Miter Road and Lincoin Drive and marked as “Site” {lhe
‘Praperty”) on the map attached as Exhibit 2, incorporated herein by reference, from R1-43 and R1-35
(Single Family Residential Duslrict) to R1-35 PRD (Single Family Residential Distrigl, Planned Residentisl
Dhstricty.

Section 2. Thal the Property development standards are hereby amended for this Property
#s sel forth in the amended developmert standards conlained in Exhibit 3. attached hereto and
incarporated herein by reference

ATTACHMENT #11
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Section 3. Thal the Rezoning 15 conditionad on compliance with the Slipulatrons contained in
Exhibit 1, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

FPASSED AMD ADOPTED by the Council of the City of Scottsdale this __ day of Nowvember,

2003,
ATTEST: CITY OF SCOTTSDALE, an Anzana
rmunicipal Corporation

By . By:

Carclyn Jagger Iary Manross

City Clerk Mayor
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

T an . P T

By _ [ 'h’t{g{; IL_r! mﬂiﬂ@lm

C. Brad woodfgdrd (/

Cily Altarney
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STIPULATIONS FOR CASE 12-ZN-2003

PLANNING! DEVELOPMENT

1.

1.

CONFORMANCE TO SITE PLAN. Development shafl conforrm wilh the site plan submitled by
Tornow Design Associates and dated 10/13/2003. These stipulalians take precedence over the
above-referenced site plan. Any proposed significant change, as determined by the Zaning
Administrator, shall be subject to subsequent public hearings beforg the Planning Commission
and City Souncil.

MAXIMUM DWELLING UNITS/MAX MUM DENSITY. The number of dwelling units an the site
shall not exceed saven 7] withoul subsequent public hearings befare tha Planning Commission
and City Council.

BUILCHNG HEIGHT LIMITATIONS. No building on the site shall exceed 24 fest in height {one
story). There shall be no outside stairs or roofiop decks, patios, or balconies.

SETBACKS. There shall be a minimum thirty five {35) foot building setback from the west and
south perimeler property lines

CONFORMANCE TO AMENDED DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS. Devalopment shall confarm
wilh the amended development standards shown in Attachment #7 of the report. Any change to
the development standards shall be subject to subsequent public hearings before the Planning
Commission and Cily Council,

PERIMETER WaLL DESIGN, With the Development Review Board submitlal, Ihe applicani shall
submil a detailed wall plan demonstrating how the perimeter walls will be minimized by

a. Providing & minimurm of ten (10) foot wide setback from the pefimeter wall ta the street right-
way-line, with an average thirly (30) foot wide selback:

Landscaping between the sireets and the perimeter waiis,

Meandering the perimeter walls;

Limiting the size of the perimeter walis {heighl and length): and

Praviding an gverall perirneter wall design compatible with the surrgunding area,

®ao o

CIRCULATION

STREET CONSTRUCTION. Before issuance of any certificate of cocoupancy for the site, the
developer shall dedicate the following right-of-way and construct the foltowing street

improvements, in conformance with the Design Standards and Policies Manual:

Streat Name/Type Ledications Impravements Notes
Lineain f Minor exrsting Half Strest a.
Collectar

Milter (Cattiatrack) exrsting Half Strest a.
Minor Caliector

Inlernal sireats / local | acoess easemeants See note b, below b.
residential (joint driveways)

a. The develaper shall complete the half street for both Linegin Drive and Miller Road
{Catlletrack} along the site frantage. The half street improvermnents shall consisl of additional
pavemnent as necessary to provide a minimum twelve-fagt wide travel lane and ribbon curl.
The developer shall provide a minimum 8-foot wide stahilized decomposed granite
pedestrianibicycle path along the south side of Lingain Drive and the west side of Miller
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(Catiletrack} Road,

The developer shall provide a minimum pavemant width of 20 feet with a mirirmum S-foot
wide stabilized decomposed granite shoulder/sidewalk. Pavement and shoulder widths and
tumaround requirements shall be subject to approval by the Cily Transportation Dept. and
Rural Melro, Pavement andfor paver colgr shall be sutiject o approval by the Development
Review Board.

2. ACCESS RESTRICTIONS. Before issuance of any certificate of occupancy for the site, the
developer shall dedicate the necessary right-of-way, as determined by city staff, and construct the
following access to the site. Access to the sile shall confarm to the foliowing restrictions
{distances measured to the driveway or streel centedines):

a.

b.

Miller {Cattletrack) - The developer shail dedicate a one-foot wide vehicular NON-aGCass
easament on Ihis sirést except at the approved streat entrances,

Lincoln - There will be no site driveways onto Lincoln. The dewsloper zhall dedicate a ane-
ot wide vehicular non-access easement on this street.

Miller {Catiletrack) - There shall be a maximum of two site driveways from Cattietrack. The
northemn street interseclion shall be located a minimum distange of 200 feet south of Lincaln
Drive, or otherwise determined by the City Transportation Dept.
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Amended Development Standards
12-ZN-2003

See. 5.200. (R1-35) SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT.
Sec. 5.204. Property development standards.

The following property development standards shall apply to all fand and
buildings in the R1-35 disirict:

A, Lot area,

1 Each lot shall have a minirnum ot area of not less than thirtyfive
TWENTY FIVE thousand (35,6663 {25,000} square feet.

B. Lot dimension.

1. Width. All fots shall have a minimum width of one hundred and-thirse
fve {1333 (160) feet.

2. FLAGLOTS, FLAG LOTS SHALL HAVE A MIMNIMUM
WIDTH OF TWENTY (20) FEET.

C. Pensity. There shall not be more than ene (1} single-family dwelling unjt
on any one (1) 1ok

D. Building height. No building shall exceed thirty-343 TWENTY FOLR
{24) feet in height, except as provided in article VI

E. Yards.
1. Front Yard.

a There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than
forty{40) TWENTY FIVE (25) feet,

b. Where lots have a doublc frontage on two (2) streets, Lhe
required front yard of fery{403 TWENTY FIVE (15) feet
shall be provided on bath streets.

c. Cm a corner lot, the required front yard of fory-£483
TWENTY FIVE (25) feet shall be provided on each stregt.
No accessory buildings shail be constructed in a front yard.
Exceptian, On a cormer lot which does not abut a key lot or
an alley adiacent to a key lot, accessory buildings may be
construcied in the yard facing the side street.
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Side Yard. There shal be side vards of not less than fifteen (15)
feet on each side of a buiiding, EXCEPT A THIRTY FIVE [As)
FOOT SETBACK SHALL BE PROVIDED ALONG THE
WEST AND SOUTH PERIMETER PROPERTY LINES
ABUTTING AN EXISTING R1-35 DISTRICT,

Led

Rear Yard. There shall he a rear yard having a depth of not less
than thirty-fve{35} TWENTY FIVE (25) feer. EXCEPT A
THIRTY FIVE (35) FOOT SETBACK SHALL BE
PROVIDED ALONG THE WEST AND SOUTH
PERIMETER PROPERTY LINES ABUTTING AN
EXISTING R1-35 DISTRICT.

4, Other requirements and cxceptions as specified in article VII
Distance berween buildings.

L. There shall not be less than ten {10) feet between an acesssory
building and the main buitding.

2. The minimum distance between main buildings on adjacent lots
shall be not less than thirty {30) feet.

Buildings, walls, fences and lundscaping. Walls, fences and hedges not to
exceed eight (&) feet in height shall be permitted on the property line or
within the required side or rear yard. Walls, fences and hedyes shall not
exceed three (3) feet in height on the front property line or within the
required front yard, except as provided in article VII. The height of the
wall or fence is measured from the inside of the enclosure. Exception:
Where a coener lot does not abut a key lot or an alley adjacent to a key lot,
the height of walls, fences and hedges in the yard facing the stde street
need only conform to the side vard requirements,

Access. All lots shall have vehicular access on a dedicated street, unless a
secondary means of permanent vehicular access has been approved on a
subdivision plat.

Corral. Corral not 1o exceed six (6) feet in height shall be permnitted on the
property line or within the required front, side or rear yard.




DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

SUBDIVISION NAME: Cottebock Ranch
CASE # 12-ZN-2003
IONING R1-AS/PRD
o . ORDINANCE | AMENDED |
: | reuiREmENTS " STANDARDS 5
[’A. MIN. 1OT AREA | 35.000% | 25 0005¢ i
B, MIN, LOTWIDTH _ | ' i
1. Standoro Lo 135 {10 I
| 2 Fag Lot . T .
f | H
| €. MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 7 | Fry i
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35" along west and
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2. uDE EY HES
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touth perimelar
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1
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